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— n neither the Authors deſign to write a full Refutation of the Dells 
1 Imparity, &c. Nor to handle at latge, the Controverſie about Church- 
I * 5 ernment» by muſtering up all the Arguments on either ſide, together 
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with their Anſwers ; His aim was, to hold forth the Divine Inſtitution of 
eee ee to deſtroy the Prelates pretences to tho Office of an 
Apoſtle and Evangeliſt, and to ſhow that Prelacy hath no foundation in Serip- 
dere, and that by a few convincing Proofs, whether he hath performed his 
Undertaking or not, ic's the Readers part to Judge, | 
He hath not Quoted the ancient Fathers, nor adduced many Teſtimanjes 
of other Divine: of this, or the preceeding Age, being perſwaded that Divine 
Inſijtution can only be proven by the Sacred Scriptures, that the far greater 
part of Chriſtians have neither time nor means to trace the Footſteps of An- 
tiquity, fearing alſo that this Diſcourſe ſhould have ſwelled under his hands 
to a great. Bulk, knowing well that many who have neither Leiſure nor In- 
clination to Read great Volumes, may yet be prevailed, with to, caſt their 
Eyes upon a ſhort Diſcourſe... 8 _ Eo: 1 
The only Wiſe GOD, who of old counternmin'd and defeateq the auda- 


5 err e 


Cious and Heaven-daring Enterprize of the Builders of Babel, by co 
founding their Language, ſo that they could not underſtand one another, 
ſeems now in his holy and wonderful Providence, to confound the Devices & 
Counſels of the Builders and Aſſerters of Prelacy ; for where formerly many 
of the Advocates for Prelacy, maintain'd that by Divine Inſtitution, The Pres 

es had the ſole Power of Ordination and Juriſdiction ; yet it's aſſerted 

the» Author of the Vindication, of the Principles of the Cyprianick Age Cas 
 Eired by. the Author of, Self-conderapa!ion, KG, Page 35.) who ſeems to be 


the Mouth of the Party in Scotland, that the Prelatiſts, eſpecially in Scotland, 
do not now plead for a ſole Power, but only a chief Power to Prelates-ad- 


FF ou its 
Laſt, and ready to give up the Ghoſt, and therefore it's not unſeaſonable to 


ſpzak of its Funeral. For this chief Power, as Explained by the Author of | 
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| fire quo von; theſe cannot exerce one valide Act of Adminifiration without 
the /fve quo non, juſt ſo, a plurality or Colledge of Paſtors and Presbyters 
cannot exerce one valide Act of Ordination or Juriſdiction without che 
No either this Prelate paſtor C as the Author of Imparity ſpea ks) can 


i. The Arguments dra vn from the ee ce and:from, ohen 
dhe groung, tor. what is Ipoken to the, Angel of any. 
of theſe, Aan Churches, relating to. the Juriſdiction of the, N Rede 5 „ 
thou haſt ſuffered, that Woman, Fexakel,' &c. canner, agree. tc 4 fingle per 
ſon, ſince the power of Ordination and Juriſdiction, is acknowledged to, be 


to exerce one ſingle Act öf Ordination without kim, bee , boc labor eff 


vancedfor the old and chere js, not the-leaſt ſhadow of this new Dream, to © M 
be found in all the Sacred Writing. 3 


| N in 4 
Another late anonymus Author. hath publ : 


having in his preface diſgerped his ſerpentine choler agajaſt, t. 


 Seripyure, ſuch as Jofant-Bapti/mn, the obſervation of the fitſt Day of the Week © 
5 | "a | as. 


1 8 To the Readers | .- >» 2 
as the LORD's Day, that Lay men and Women ſhould be allowed to partake 
of the LORD's Supper, ſprinkling in Baptiſm, &c. and thence plainly con- 
cludes, that the Teſtimony of early Antiquity is a neceſſary Interpreter of 
many places of Scripture, in Matters of Doctrine and Church- Government; 
Thus, this Learned caſuift begins early to pave his way to Anticbriſt, who Þ 
would not be tempted to call Prelacy Anticbriſtian, when its great 9 adn , 


and Patrons ſpeak ſo plainly the Language of the Beaſt ? Doth this Gentle- 
man think that there is a poſitive Command in Scripture, requiring him to 
Worſhip GOD, or Love his Neighbour ? ſince his Name is not recorded 
there: if he doth, becauſe it may be inferred by neceſſary conſequence, he 
muſt alſo acknowledge that there is a poſitive Command for the Particulars 
above-mentioned, fince theſe are alſo deduced from Scripture by neceſſary 
conſequence. F | 33 | 
In his 34 and 4th Queries, he tells roundly that the Catholick Church cannot | 
Err, for which he cices Auſtine and Tertulian. In his firſt Querie, ch, 3d concer- 
ning the laſt Appeal in Controverſies about Matters of Religion, he confidenc- 
ly aſſerts that the Carbelick Church is a competent Witneſs to deelare what is 
the true Chriſtian Fairh and DeFrine, and in his 24 Querie, This Carbelick 
Gentleman (for he is not of ſo narrow a ſpirit as to be of a Sect or a Party) 
ainly owns, that as under the Law, the People had the Law from the 
Prieſts Mouth, as from an Oracle, fo the Chriftia» Church, which is the 
Pillar and Ground of Truth, and which hath the promiſe of the Holy Ghoſt 
to lead her into all Truth, is the great Depoſitary of the Faith, and conſe- 
quently is the beſt Guide in doubtful Matters, and the true Method to find 
out any Hereſy, is to know the Catholick Doctriue which hath been univerſal- 
ly received, whence it clearly follows, that in all Controverſies ' about 
Religion, we muſt be determined by the Cætbolicł Church; for if the Catho- 
4 Church bath in all Ages embraced ſuch a Doctrine, we muſt receive it 
| o 3, and if it hath bzen contraverted and donbtful, the Church muſt ſtill 
be our Guide, i, e. what the Church hath more generally received, muſt 
be believed and practiſed by private Chriſtians, _ Thus, this iprightly Gentle- 
man rides poſt to Rome. In his 34 Querie, he is perſwaded that the Church 
may appoint new Officers and new Kites and parts of Worlkip, and in the 
mean time expect to have Ob's Approbation for them afrerwards, for. 
which be pretends to bring many parallel Inſtances from the Seripiures, 
which are fo little to the purpoſe, and fo grofly miſapplyed, that they are 
not worthy to be taken notice of. Tn his 4% Querie, page 25. and in his 
45 Nuerie, page 6. lie ipcaks of the Apoſties conferting of the Gifts of the 
Holy Ghoſt by lavii.g on of cli: hands, as if ic were the fame with confir- 
mation uſed by che Prelates ; aud he informs us that Philip, though an E- 
vangeliſt, Leceuſs he was not a Biſhop, could not confirm or _— — 
| | IN wr __ Guits. 
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Sit ꝓf the Holy Ghoſt by laying on of his Hands ; furely if chis Author 


His 2d Print juſt now publithed, is a Querie tufn'd into #h Argument in 
» Favours of Epiſco y, from one ſingle Text of Scripture Well thay the 
Prelatick Clergy boaſt of fach a Champion, who concludes this Pamphlet 
with a Prayer to GOD, wherein he aſſerts that GOD made all Men, afd 
hates nothing that he hath made, without excepting the Workers of Iniqui- 
ty, the Devils and other Damned Spirits: Behold this Gentle-matis bounds 
leſs Charity, which reacheth to the loweft Hef, TEs reported that Oripen, 
one of the Antients (and our Author is a great Admirer of early Antiquity 
(as he ſpeaks) aſſerted that the Devils ſhould de adwitted into Heaven, 
after long Suffering in Hell. Is this Catholick Doctrine with our Author? 
We have heard, what large Power he hath lodged in the Churchy yet hath 


be the Boldneſs in his Title Page to cite Heb. 9. 5. See that thin male all 


things accerding to the Pattern ſhewed thee in the Meunt; and he pitcheth for his 
Text on Matth. 28.19,20. Where our Savionr fays to His eleven Diſciples, Go 
ye, teach all Nations, Baptizing them, &c. and teaching ibem to obſerve whatfo- 
ever I bave commanded you, and lo I am with you always, even anto the end of the 
world: This worthy Divine, after he hath ExplaiW'd his Text, argues thus, 
page 13. 14, &c. Either this Apoſtolick Commiſftert was temporary, or to 
continue for ever; if temporary, then our Saviour's promiſe to be with them 
unto the end of the World, is unintelligible, anch after the Death 6f all the 
Apoſtles, there was none who had Authority to preath, yea Chriſtianity at 
this rate ſhould have been ſoon extinguiſhed, and there ſhould have been no 
Church on Earth. But if it was to continue to the end of the World, then 
| Apoſtles are to continue in the Church; for Chrift's promiſe was thus, 7 
am with you ( Apoſtles } i. e. Prelates, #nts the end of the World. And as he 
ſpeaks, page 18. There muſt be perſons of the like Character to the firſt A- 
poſtles unto the end of the World; and ſince Apoſtles are acknowledged to 
have been Superior to Presbyters, therefore they were Biſhops; This is the 
Subſtance of all his Reaſonings. Or the Lincean fight of this admirable 
Critick, who thus eſpys a Prelate peeping out under this monoſyllable*( you ) 
-Hath this learned Man the ſecond Sight, or is he of that ſett of Men, who 
ein ſee as far through an Unpeirced Mil- ſtone as through a Tele- ſcope, who 
yet have this ſmall Defect in their Opticks that a Prelate preſented before 
them in pontificalibus, with mitre, tippet, ſurplice, and the reſt of his holy Veſt- 
ments might paſs with them, for a poor Fiſher Man apparel'd ſuitably to 
his quality. As to the laſt Alternative, though it ſhould be yielded that A- 
poſtles were Superior to Presbyters; and were to continue in the Church, how 
will he infer thence, that Prelates or Biſhops are the ſame with Apoſtles; 
The Prelatiſts aſſert that Prelates have either a privative or ſole power of Or- 
dination and Juriſdiction, or at leaſt are ſine quibus nun- How will he prove 
that the Apoitles had either the one Priviledge or the other? Yer without 
this, his Argument falls to the — Beſides not only Apoſtles, but alſo pn 
„ 3 1 


were to open up a Text of Scripruye, we might expect a pretty Gloſs upon it. 
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phets and Evangeliſis were Superior to Presbyters: Were all theſe Biſhops 
or Prelates? But what it it ſhould be ſaid that the Apoftolick Commiſſion was 
Temporary, and that they ha4 no power to Ordain Apoſtles to ſucceed them 
in that Office; as the. Commiſſion given to Moſes was Temporary and extra- 
ordinary ( for he had no other Succeeſſor in his Commiſſion except Foſhua ) 
vet he by vertue. thereof appointed Jaron and his Sons to be Prieſts to the 
' LORD for ever, Exod. 40. 15. i. e. until the Ceremonial Law was fulfilled, 
which was Typical, and repreſented by diverſe Ceremonies and Figures.“ 
Our Bleſſed Saviour who was then to come in the Fleſh, Juſt ſo, what hin- 
ders that the Apoſtles by their Commiſſion might have Ordained ordinary 
Paſtors and Teachers, who were to continue to the End of the World, al- 
though their own Apoſtolick Commiſſion was temporary, and they had no 
wer to Ordain Apoſtles, ſuch as they were. But ( ſays he.) Our Saviour. 
— to the Apoſtles; I am with ( you) to the end of the World, and therefore 
there muſt be Apoſtles, i. e. Prelates to the end of the World: If we ſhould 
ak this Author, whether ordinary Epiſcopal Paſtors have a (bare in this pro- # 
miſe,could he refuſe it? If not, then the Promiſe runs thus, I am.with you Apa- 
Ales, and all ſuch as ſhall Succeed to you in the Office of Teaching and Bap- 
tizing unto the End of the World, which is the plain Meaning of the Text, as 
is obvious to any ſerious Reader. 2. If the Text muſt be underſtood: of Per? 
ſons of the like Character to the firſt Apoſtles (as he ſpeaks, page 18.) then 
there muſt a be continued Succeſſion of Apoſtles immediately called of GOO, 
in the Church unto the End of the World, which experience hath-abundantly 
confuted; yet it's certain that all the Apoſtles mentioned in Scripture, were 
called alter this manner; And Paul, Gal. x. 1. .urgeth it as a Characteriſtick 
ol. an Apoſtle. 3. If the Prelates Sueceeded to the Apoſtles in the full extent 
of the Apoſtolick Commiſſion; then they muſt, 1, Work Miracles, and 
ſpeak with Tongues.. 2. Confer the extraordinary Giſts of the Holy Ghoſt 
by lay ing on of their hands. 3. They muſt be infallible in their Dociine- 
And 4. They muſt be unlimited in their Commiſſion to any place; all which 
Characters agreed to the firſt Apoſtles. . The learned Gentle-man anſwers, 


page 31,32,33, 24,35. Tothe firſt, That it was no part of the Apoſtles Com- 
miffion to work Miracles, which is fully confuted in the ſubſequent Diſcourſe; | * 
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beſides ( he ſays ) others, both 1 and private Chriſti ans in the pri- | 


mitive Church had the power of working Miracles. E. This was not pecu- | 0 
liar to the Apoſtles as Apoſtles, and conſequently no part of the Apoſtolick o 
Commiſſion. To which it's re plyed, Preaching and Baptizing are common. 8 » 
to other Paſtors beſides the Apoltles, and were not peculiar to the Apoſtles Ml fr 


as Apoſtles. E. The Apoſtles did not Preach and Baptize by vertue of their 
Apoſtolick Commiſſion ; the like may be ſaid of the power of diſpenſing the 
Sacrament of theLORL'sSupper, and of Church- ruling ſo far as the Prelatiſs 
allow the inferiour Clergy to concur in Ordination, or Acts of Jurifdiction. 
How abſurd is. this coniequence. 2. Several inferiour Judges are com- 
petent to cognolce of civil Cauſes... E. To decide theſe. Controverſies is n 
part of their Ottice, ſince its no power peculiar to any of them; thus its plain 


"that there is no conſequence in his Argument. 3. Every Apoſtle had it given 
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ther Church- Officer, ſuch as Evangeliſts, Prophets, Paſtors and Teachers, 
many of whom might want the power of working Miracle. 
To the 24, He anſwers firſt, by comparing Prelatick confirmation with the 
Apoſtles conferring the Gifts ofthe Holy Ghoſt by laying on of their hands, 
than which nothing can be moce ridiculous. For as appears from A4&s 8. 17, 
18. theſe extraordinary Gifts appeared plainly to all Beholders, even to a 
Simon Magus, whereas, whatever inviſible Gift may be pretended to be con- 
veyed by that unwarrantable and unſcriptural Ordinance of Confirmation; 
yet its hoped Prelatiſts will not pretend to ſuch viſible Gifts; He adds that 
Avxanias Acts 9. 17. conferred the Gifts of the Holy Ghoſt by lay ing of his 
hands on Paul, but no ſuch thing is ſaid there, indeed Ananzias ſayeth, Bro- 
tber Saul, The Lord, &c. hath ſent me that thou mighteſt receive thy ſight, and be 
"XZ filed with the Holy Ghoſt, whereupon Pau] immediately recovered his ſight, 
but we read not that he immediately was filled with the holy Ghoſt; and 
therefore the Meaning may be, that he ſhould be hereafter filled with the 
3} Holy Ghoſt, as ſurely, as he received his ſight by the laying on of his hands; 
but however, though others beſide the Apoſtles had this Power, it cannot be 
*X thence inferred that it was no part of the Apoſtolick Office, for the Reaſons : 
already mentioned, | | 


> 


1 . 


vix. Others who ſpoke with Tongues, and thoſe who had the Sift of Heal- 
ing, wherein they were infallibly guided by the Holy Spirit. But r. 


poſtles had. not this Infallibility by their Office, as hath been proven already. 
2. The Apoſtles were infallible in all their Preaching and Doctrine (as all Chriſtians afficm ) / 
but whatever Infallibility ethers might pretend to; neither Prophets who propheſicd, bur at 
ſet times, as the Spitit gave them utterance, and not always, nor Evangeliſts, nor Workers of 

Miracles, nor thoſe who ſpoke with Tongues, could pretend to be always infallible in Teach- 
ing, nor could Heaters receive the Word preached by them, as from perſons infallibly , 

guided in all their Doctrine, whereas they were oblidged to Believe whatever the A oft 
FX preached, becauſe they were led by the unerring Spirit of GOD, both in Writing and Teach- 


= 1g. FE. | 7 | 
14 To the 4tb. He anſwers, that the Miniſters of the Goſpel have a Commiſſion, indefinite, 
= and univerſal, no leſs than the Apoſtles; But not to dwell upon ſuch ridiculous Aſſertions; the 
Difference is plain in theſe 2 reſpects. 1. No ordinary Miniſter is under any Obligation to 
leave that Natienal Church where he is fixed, yea nor the particular Charge committed to 
him, except by the Authority of the Church, or by Perſecution -: But the Apoſtles were 
= oblidged by their Commiſſion to Tech all Nations, to ſpread the Goſpel far and near, and 
were fixed in no particular Church, but were till Travelling from Natien, to Nation, and 
| from City to City (and though they might for ſome competent time, abide in one Nation 


| 4 or Church) yet never with a Deſign to fix and ſettle there. 2. The Apoſtles had the care of 


alt the Churches, at leaſt which they planted, upon them, 2 Cor. 11+ 28. Beſides thoſe - things - 

that are without, ſays the Apoſtle Paul, that which cometh upon me daily, the Care of all the Churches; 

thus he was continually taking care of the Churches of the Remans, Corinthians, Galatians, E- 

Rp hofpans, Philippians, Toeſſalonians, Coloſſians, with many others to whom he ſent Evangeliſts co + 

confirm them in the Faith, and co enquire into their State and Condition, and whom he viſi- 
ted bimſelf as he had opportunity, | | 7 
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to him in Commiffion to work Miracles, &c. but tò is can be ſaid of no o- 


To the 3d. He anſwers, that others were infallible beſides the A. oſtles, 


though it had been common to others, it's no good Argument that the A- 
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To conclude, what is that part of the Apoſtolick Office, to which Pielates can now pre- 


. rend d ; Can they pretend to be ſuch, as laid the Foundation of the firſt Goſpel 
—— 1 — they — - aſtitute New Offices in the Church as the Office of Paſtors 4 

Deacons? Can they preſcribe Unalterable Rules of Government, binding the Churches in all 
ſucceeding Ages? Dare they pretend to Infallibility of their Doctrine, and in their Teach. . 


4 


ing? To immediare Revelations of the Myſteries of the Goſpel? To the Power of confer- 
ing the Gift of che Holy Ghoſt ( as explained above) by the laying on of their hands? 


to work Miracles? to have that univerſal and unlimited Juriſdiction and power of Gover- 


ning the Churches, which the Apoſtles had withour being fixed to any particular Charge? 
Are they the Apoſtles Succeſſors in a privative power of j uriſdiction and Ordination, which 
Prelatiſts ordinarly now Diſown, or in an Unſcriptural fe quo ncn*ſhip ? or do they Succeed 
to them in Preaching and Baptizing? If the Practice of the late Prelates be duely Conſide- 


red, one might to be tempted to think that they did not look upon theſe as a part of their 


This mighty Aſſerter of the Hierarchy, page 49, Oe. Argueth from the Form of Church. 
Government under the Old Teſtament, where (ſays he) Fhere was an Arch-Biſhop of Prieſts 
{ El-atzr) Biſhops of Priefts and Prieſts, &. and why ſhould not every National Church hare 
- this Model of Church: Government, ſince it cannot he Inſtructed that it's repealed. But to 

wave the Diſpute concerning the Order of Prieſts, 1. That the Prieſt-hood is changed, and the 
Law concerning the Levitical Priefi-beod diſanulled, is plain from Heb. 7. 12, 18. Aud under the 
Goſpel there is no Prieft, except the unchangeable Prieſt, after the Order of Mclthiſedeck, verſe 23, and 
24. 2. It's plain that the Law of the Prieſt-hood was peculiar to the Jews, ang. could oblige 
no other Nation; ſince this Office by Divine Appeintment pertaind only to the Tribe of 
Levi. 3. Since CHRIST hath Inſtituted a Form of Church Government, which cannot be 
Altered, as is proven in the following Diſcourſe, it's plain that all other Forms are Abrogated; 
4. If ir be conſiſtent with CHRIS T's Headſhip, that there be one viſible Head of every Na- 
tional Church, x5 our Author thinks, why not a viſible Head of the Church univerſal: Un- 
der the Old Teſtament Asroz was ſuch a viſible Head and Repreſentative, and yet CHRIST 
was Mediator and Head of His Church then as now; and cherefore —_— to this Gentle= 
may'; principles, the Church may yet have a viſible Head (an univerſal Biſhop) for if the 
Biſhops ( which according to him, ſucceed to che Apeſtles in the full extent of their Com- 
miſſion, and are independent-upon any other Head but CHRIST) may have an Arch. Biſhep 
' ſetover them; what hinders that one eminent Arch-Biſhop may be above them ( an uni- 
verſal Biſhop ) thus falls his only Argument agzinſt an univerſal Biſhop, page 38. 


He adds another Argument, page 46. The Prosbyters who ated ac ſuch after the Reformation, +, 


were ordained by B-ſbeps, aud therefore Biſbips had power to ordain Presbyters, unleſs it be pteten- 
4 that the Suffrage of the People was ſufficient to impower them to exerce that Office, or 

>they had an inward call, which alone was a good Little to that Office. But Presbyterian- 
frankly own, that Ordination by a Prelate is valid, (though it's not every way according to 


Divine Appointment, and therefore ſinful in ſo far as it deviats from the Rule ; ) the tacite 


conſene of the Paſtors of the Church being ſufficient to validate theſe Ads: juſt as if one ſingle 
Prochyterian Miniſter ſhould preſume to Ordain « Paſtor, and the Presbytry knowing this, ſhould 
admit him te a Congregetion as a Miniſter, or allow him to fit and Vote in the Presbytry as'a 
Paſtor,theOrdination would be valid, though the practice were highlylſinful and inſolent. But 
( fays he ) Biſhops gave thoſe Presbyter- no power to Ordain Presbyters alone without a Biſhop, 
and therefore — 22 Ordination is null. Well, the Argument is retorted thus, Pepiſh Or- 
dination is valid, and ſo Baptiſm adminiftrated by ſuch as were Ordained under Popery, yet 
iſh Biſkops confer no power to Baprize with Water alone, without Spitle, Sale and Oyl, ind 
the ſi gn of the Croſs, nor to give the Cup to the Laicks, ner to Celebrate the Lord's Supper 
without offering. the Sacrifice of the Moſo nor ro preach the Goſpel alone, without their Ad- 
ditions and monſtrucus Doctrines. But it's to be conſidered chat the Commiſſion of a Paſtor or 
— Minifer is recorded in Scripture, and not at men's diſpoſal. Men can only appoint or ſeparate 
one for the office, but cannot alter the Office or Commiſſion: But it's timt to break off and 
to encrosch no further on the Readers parience, I ſhall +berefore conclude with the Apoſtle, 


Cel. 2.126 21, 22+ Why are you ſubjefi ro Ordinances ( Tuch not, tafte not, hanale not: ) after the 


commandments and doefiines of men? and with Iſeiah 8. 20. Ii the Law, and to the tTetimonies, if they 
ſpeak net according ts this word, it's becauſe there is no light in them. | : 
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uneral of Prelac 


The Modern Prelates Claim to the 
Office of an Apoſile or Foangeliſt, 
diſcuſt; &c. a „ 


T was an old Saying, Ne Hercules contra duos, yea, the great Champion 

of the Philiſtines Goliah of Gath, whoſe height was fix cubits and a 

- ſpan, and the Staff of whoſe Spear was like a Weavers Beam, when he 

defied the Armies of 1/rae}, pretended only to fight with one Man, ſay- 

| ing, give me-a Man that we may fight together. But ſuch is the un- 

daunted courage, and matchleſs valour of the mighty Hero, the Author of 

that learned piece, Imparity amongſt Paſtors, &'c. that he (as if he were one 

of the Sons of Anak, in whoſe ſight other men were as Graſhoppers,)pag. 32. 

boldly gives a challenge to the whole Commiſſion of the late or any ſub- 
ſequent General Aſſembly, or, (it they be not match for him ) to an 

ther Champions of their Kirk, aſſuring them that he will ſtand his gfound, 


= adding, Dum ſpiritus hos regit artus, pro re pauca loquar, & c. and then he per- | 
ſwades himſelf, that the Arguments he hath advanced in behalf of Impari- 


ty by Divine Inſticution, will ſink in the Fore-heads of the learned Advocats 
for the Presbyterian cauſe, will level them to the ground, make their volumi- 
nous Writings and mock Anfwers evaporat into ſmoak and aſhes, & c. and 
break in piecestheir beloved Parity or Presbytry, as Sampſon brake the green 
Withs. Ampullas & ſeſquipedalia verba ! In fine he concludes, he hath defeat- 
ed and routed his adverſaries, and clearly proven Prelacy (s deſcribed by 
himſelf) to be the Government of the Church by Divine Inſtitution @. E. B. 
The fierce looks of this mighty Warrior had well nigh ſcar'd me from en- 
countering him: But now having viewed him from top to toe, and exact- 
ly ſurveyed his Weapons, I begin to "a courage; I find he doth not kill at 
| | 5 . every 


' * 


5 1 3 
every thruſt, nor is he ſo Blood: thirſty as is pretended, for after all his hec- 
toring and bluſtering noiſe, I perceive the Hero fights only with blunts; 
and therefore I have reſolved to venture a thruſt or two with him. 

The learned Author knowing well, that Prelats are look'd upon (by ma- 
ny ) as. Intruders into the Church of Chriſt, and that if they be ſuch, they 
ate deſervedly thruſt out; and perceiving alſo that their Commiſsion is not 
to bs found in the holy Scripture in expreſs terms, he therefore judged it ex- 
pedient, that they ſhould take ſanctuary and ſhelter themſelves under the 
Apoſties and Evangeliſts. Upon the other hand, its my chief deſign to drive 
them from that Alum, and fend them a packing, that they may no longer 


be a peſt to this Church, nor a bone of contention to this poor diſtreſt & divid- Wi 


ed Nation: And in order thereto, I ſhall endeavour firſt to prove that A- 
poſtles and Evangeliſts were extraordinary and temporary Officers of the 
Church, amongſt whom alſo were T:mo:by.and Titus; And then anſwer (if 
I may ſo ſpeak without preſumption )'the Achillean Arguments advanced by 
the learned Doctor againſt tne diſtinction of ordinary and extraordinary 
Officers of the Church of Chriſt ; but perhaps it may not be unpleaſant to 
the Reader, and may afford ſome ſmall divertiſement to him: If I ſhall 
glance ata few lines of the learned Doctors elaborat piece before I enter 
upon this ſubject; That the learned Doctor hath given a fair and imparti- 
al account of the extemporary debate betwixt.the Presbyterian Miniſter, an” 
him, who can once doubt ? after ſuch a notable ſpecimen of his candor and 
ingenuity, forpag. 1. he tells that its not his deſign to expoſe the Presbyteri- 


en Miniſter, and yet he doth ic with all his might ; thus pag. 27. he talks 


of the weakneſs and ridiculouſneſs of his Anſwers, and Boaſts of the ſtrength 
of his own unanſwerable grounds, which were as evident as that 2 and 3 
make 5, to which ( faith the Doctor ) he wiſely e ay but 2 and 3 
ke not 6, and pag. 29. the Doctor triumphs over him, ſaying, that he could 
prove againſt him what he pleaſed, and that the Presbyterian Miniſter expoſed 
himſelf to the Ludibry of all intelligent hearers, and a little after that when 
he was forming an Argument againſt the Doctor, in ſtead of a Minor, all he 
could ſay was (and ſure I am } whereupon the Doctor acutely replyed, ſul e 
1 am, you cannot form your Minor, wherefore, Tie do it for you; and pag. 
30. he concludes that cone Reader may caſily perceive, that the Presbyterian 
Miniſter, was either a very weak Brother, or had a bad Cauſe, or both; and 
he adds after a few lines, that he looked upon his Arguments as unanſwer- 
able, except (as above by che Presbyterian Miniſter ) by ignorance and non- 
ſence. Now after ſuch infallible proofs of the Doctors ingenuity, it were 
in vainto call in queſtion any part of his repreſentation, ' and therefore, I 
Mall ſpare my pins; Mean while (if I is be ſo-bold ) I would gladly 
ak che learned Doctor, it he might not have ſpared ſome of thoſe expreſsions 


a ; with 


without marring his demonſtrations ? no ſurely, for theſe plainly evidence 
the admirable & irreſiſtible force of his unanfwerable Arguments: But where 
was the neceſsityof printing this extemporarydebate? had it not been ſufficient 
to have publiſhed his matchlefs demonſtrations, & to have told that ſuch an- 
ſwers are made by ſome Presbyterians, and then refuted them without naming 
or characterizing any Antagonift. But how then ſhould Poſterity know 


XZ that he was a conquerour, a mighty man of valour ? Doubtleſs, he had 
thus robbed the World of a rare piece of Polemicks, of a wonderful extempe- 


rary debate, managed by the Champion of Prelacy againſt a poor weak Pres- 
byterian Miniſter (as the Doctor is pleaſed to repreſent him.) Well may che 


\ * — 


Wl Doctor boaſt of his glorious atchievements. 2 . 
he reverend Doctor being about to demonſtrate the divine right of Prela · 
cy, he begins with its definition, pag. 1. Or, in his ownLanguage eſſential Idea, 


1 


pag. 2. Prelacy( ſays he) is that imparity amongſt Paſtors, by Which one Paſtor | 
hath the ſole power of Ordination and Juriſdiction in a Church' to be planted , 


by him, and by which, even in a Church already conſtituted, this one Paſtor 
hath the ſaid power of Ordination and Juriſdiction as a fire 99 non, at leaſt, i. e 
as one without whom the other Paſtors cannot exerce one ſingle AR of Ordi- 
nation or Juriſdiction, and that whether he he Dioceſian or Parochial fixed 
or unfixed. Ah ! what is this? how hath the learned Doctor, an old Pro- 
feſſor of Philoſophy thus ſtumbled inthe threſhold. The Doctor muſt paxdon 
me, though here I recount a few of his eſcapes. : 


* 


1. That was never a good definition, which carried in its womb a diviſion 
as this doth, yea, it looks more like a diviſion than a definition: It had 


been more agreeable to the rules of Logick after a deſcription of 
Prelacy in general, to have divided it inco Prelacy in Eccleſia con- 


155 ſtitueuda, and: Prelacy in Eceleſia conſtituta, and then to have defined 


each of them apart: But this would have quite marred the Doctors de 6 


and put the Prelats to their ſhifts ; for if the miſt of this confuſion had been 


diſpelled, of neceſsity theApoſtles and our modernPrelats had parted company. 


2. Who can forbear ſmiling at the Doctors Urgpian Prelacy in E. c pſa cenſli- 
tuenda? Where did the Doctor read in Scripture of a Paſtor that had ſole po- 
wer of Ordination and Juriſdifion in any Church? by ſole power, {mean a 
privative power, or a power excluſive of all other Paſtors (what other no- 
tion the Doctor hath of ſole power, I know not) this no Apoſtle had, and 

yet the Doctor muſt acknowledge, that the Apoſtles were not inferior in power 
to any Paſtors of the Church. What ? did not Paal and Barnabas joyntly 


ordain Elders in every City ? Ach 14. 23. Did not the Apoſtles and Elders at 
Jeruſalem joyntly make decrees ? Ads 15, and 16. 4. Could none of the 


Apoſtles exerce Acts of Ordination or Juriſdiction in the bounds where ano- - 


ther Apoſtle was planting a Church? Wee ſee then the Apoſtles- were not 
<a CO es TT: Prelat, 
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Prelats in Eecleſia conflituends in the Doctors fenſe, neither are any ſuch to be 


found in Scripture. But perhaps the Doctor will ſay, that at the firſt plant- 


ing of Churches, any of the Apoſtles without the afsiitance of other Mini- 


ſters ordained Paſtors, and thus had a ſole power: I anſwer, this is an un- 


doubted Truth, that they ordained.alone when there were none to joyn with 


them in Ordinations, and how. could it be otherways ? is this the Doctors 


ſole power ? 


Juſt fo Adam was inveſted with the ſole power of having a Wife when 
there were no other men upon the face of the Earth; and before Evab was 
created. Adam had the ſole power of ſpeaking: But all theſe ſole powers ( if 
they deſerve that name) were of very ſhort continuance. If this be the ſole 


wer for which the Doctor pleads, I yield the Apoſtles had it, and he may 


improve it to the beſt advantage; but it can never be an evidence of impa- 


rity amongſt Paſtors. 5 5 5 

3. Having told us that the Prelat in Ecclefa conſtituenda hath the ſole power 
of Ordination andJuriſdiftion, he proceeds and ſays, that in Eccleſia conflitu- 
1, this one Paſtor hath the ſaid power as a ſine quo non at leaſt. A rare Bull! 
the power ſpoken of was the ſole power of Ordination, &c.Now this is indeed 
a wonderful Prelat, who hath the ſaid power, or ſole power as a ſine quo non, 
5, e. as one who hath not the ſole power; for a ſine quo non is he with whom 
others can act. but none can act without him: But perhaps the Doctors 
meaning Was that in Eccle/ia conſtituta the Prelat had the power of Ordinati- 
on, Oc. as a fine quo non at leaſt ; but then what was the uſe of the Word (ſaid) 
only to ſhow that the Doctor knew not what he had ſaid. 1 

4. There ſhould be no ambiguity or obſcurity in a definition; This is 
one of the chief rules of Logick concerning definitions; but what can be 


more obſure or ambiguous than what the Doctor ſaith of Prelacy in Eccleſia 7 
fituts, What is it pray? its either the Fox or a Buſh Either this Prelat in 
at, conſtituta hath the ſole power of Ordination, & c. or at leaſt, he is a 


ſome quo non. How now ? Me thinks the learned Doctor is in the briers, he 
looks as if his judgement were jumbled, as one in bivio halting betwixt two 
Opinions, The myſtery is ſhortly this; Presbyterian Government had taken 
ſuch deep root in Scotland, that when Prelacy was eſtabliſhed in the Church 
by turns, the Prelats took always care to keep up ſome faint image of Presby- 
terian Government for fear of the People; therefore the Prelat, allowed 
ſome of their inferior Clergy ( ſuch a ſelect number as they pleaſed )to con- 
cur with them in acts of Ordination: Whereas a great many Epiſcopal Di- 
vines in Englend boldly afsert, that thæ Prelat hath the ſole power of Ordina- 
tion of Prieſts (as they ſpeak ) or Paſtors, Now the Doctor was loath to 


offend his brethren in England; but upon the other hand, he could not 


think of ſpitting in the face of his Ghoſtly Fathers the Scots Hrelats; by b. 
ti 4 * ain, 
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ping to the World, that however the inferiour Clergy were allowed to con- 
cur in the foreſaid Acts, yet all was but ſham and trick, ſince the Prelats had 
the ſole power. | | „ | 
1 The Doctor ſeems therefore almoſt ſatisfied to allow the inferior Cergy a 
ſhare in the Church Government, providing the preheminerice be referved 
to the Prelat and his Prerogative of a ſine qus non to be ſafe, ſo he con- 
Z cludes to follow the Scortish way; but becauſe he hath ſome hankering alſo 
© after Englisb paths, I ſhall endeavour ſhortly to ſcar him from them. I ſhall 
therefore labour briefly to evince, that in the dy; of the Apoſtles,the Paſtor 
were Church-rulers, and concurred in Acts of Ordination and Juriſdiction 
I. I argue from, 1 7im. 4: 14. where the Apoſtle ſpeaks of the lay ing on 
ol the hands of the Presbyrrie, E. Presbyters or Paſtors concurred in Ordinati- 
= | _ which are expreſſed frequently in the Epiſtles ro Timotby by laying on. 
of hands. | . | 3 
2. From Afts 15. 2. and following verſes, and 16. at the 4. verſe; whence 
its evident, that the Elders of Feruſalem concurred with the Apoſtles in mak- 
ing Decrees, and conſequently in acts of Juriſdiction ; It it be doubted,thac 
theſe were Elders of Feruſalem, this may be cleared from, Acts 21, 17: and 
is compared with the above-mentioned Scriptuzes ; whence its evident that 
their Reſidence was at Feruſalem, and  confequently, they were Elders of 
that Church, ſince wo read of no Elders in Scripture, which were not ſix'd 
in ſome Church or other; yea, the two verſes juſt now mentioned may put 
this beyond doubt; for in the 18. verſe its ſaid all the Elders were preſent, 
which cannot be thought to comprehend the Elders of the whole Chriſtian 
Churches, but muſt be reſtricted, and that to the Church of Feruſtlem; 
E ſince that City and the Biethren there, are ſpoken of in the immediat 
= preceeding verſe. e = nj | | 
23. 1 Theſſ, 5. 12. and 13. Heb. 13. 17. Obey them that have the Rule gan; 
yon, for they watch for yotir Souls as they that muſ give an account: Here 
the Paſtors of the Hebrews and Theſſalonians are ſaid to rule over them (for 
with no ſhadow of probability can this Text be otherways applyed ) and 
X conſequently, they had their ſhare in the Church-Governmear, and cons 
curred in Acts of Juriſdiction and Ordination. Vb f 
4. 1 Pet. 5. 12. The Elders who are among you] e hort, who alſo am an Elder, 
Feed the Flack of God, which is among you, taking the overſight thereof, not by con- 
ſtraint but willingly, being enſamples to the Flock; and when ibe chief Shepherd shall 
apptar, Je sball receive a Crown of Glory. Here the Paſtors, or thoſe who feed 
the Flock, are ſaid to have the overſight of the Flock or Biſhops office, as i. 
may be rendred, and conſequently, they were Church rulers, and ſo con* 
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curred in Acts of Ordination and Juriſdiction. | 
5, J argue from Ad. 20. 17, and — from Miletus, Paul ſent to Epbeſus, 
: | . 85 and 


ns. 


2 


* 1 


. 
and called for the Elders of the Church® ( Pan! was haſtning to Jeruſalem, 


therefore thought fit to call the Eldets of that Church to him) to whem 


and dere: mined not to touch at Epheſus, as appꝛars fromthe 16. verſe; and "= 


verſe 28. he ſaith, Take beed to bur ſelves, and to all the Flock ever which the 


Hey Ghoſt hath made you Overſeers ( or Biſhops) to feed the Cbureb of God; where 
its evident, that the Government of the Church of Epheſus is committed by 
the Holy Ghoſt to the Paſtors or Elders of that Church; many more Texts vo 
might be alledged to this purpoſe, but theſe may bs ſufficient at preſent: It 5 
may perhaps be objected, that theſe Elders were Prelats; I. anſwer, this 7 
cannot be alledged with any ſhew- of probability; What? were there a plu- 
rality of Prelats in Feuſalerw or Epbeſus ? as this is contrary to truth, ſo it is 
inconſiſent with ths principles of Prelatifs, who boldly averr,that there was 
enly ons Prelat in one City, and that James was firſt Biſhop of Feruſalem,and 
int of Epheſus; Now either James and Timothy were Prelats in thoſe 


Chacches, in the times pointed at in the aboveecited Texts or not; if they 


were not, then Presbyterian Government is once elearly ſettled in theſe Chur- 
ches ( fines upon that ſuppoſition, they were governed by Paſtors or Elders 
without Tmparity ) and chen it will puzzle the Learned Doctor, and all the 


Champions of Prelacy to prove from Scripture (other arguments in this 


point I regard not ) that the Apoſtles altered that form of Church-Govern- 


ment; and gave the ſole power or {ive quo non- sbip to Prelats; and if a 


and Timothy were then Prelats in thefe Churches, it's evident that they had 
not the fole power of Ordination and Juriſdiction: And here ics worthy of 
our obſervation; that in Paul's whole Diſcourſe to the Elders of Epheſus, he 
makes no mention of Timothy, nor injoyns canonical obedience to him a 
their Prelat, which Paul could never have omitted, had Timothy indeed 
been Biſhop of Epbeſus at that time as Prelutiſts affirm( for they will have him 
Adlained Biſhop of Epbe/us before Paul went to Macedonia, alledging for this, 
1 N 1. 3. 4s I beſeug bi thee te abide ſtil at Epheſus, when. I went to-Mace- 
donia, &c. ) Now though there is ne ground for this inference, as will ap- 
pear from the ſequel of this Diſcourſe ; Yet for once let it be ſuppoſed, 
that Timethy was Biſhop of Epbeſus before Pan] went laft to Macedonia ; then 
it cleari'y follows, that he was Prelat of Epheſus when Paul called for the 
Elders of that Church; for it's certain, that after that time, Paul made no 
journey to Macedonia: Now, who can imagine, that Paul would have ſo far 
flighted his beloved Timothy the great Biſhop of Epheſus, or the Souls of thh 
People, as to give no directions to the Elders and People concerning their 
obedience and ſubjection to their Prelat, hen he ſo plainly and pathetically 
commits the care and overſight of the Flock to the Elders, eſpecially being 
thence forth toſee them no more. 3 ks 
But ic may bealledged, that theſe Elders were Prelates (though not of Je- 


ruſalem 


by Biſhops and Elders of Goſpel Churches mentioned in the Holy Seriptures, 
we are always to underſtand Prelats ; But this opinion is moft abſurd, For 


ruſalem or Epbeſus ) yet of other Churches, I anſwer this is a moſt groundleſs 
aſſertion; Indeed there are not wantingſome who confidently averr, that 


1. This would deſtroy the Divine Infticution of Paſtors as they are diſtinct 
from Prelat:; for in none of the Churches planted by the Apoſtles, can any 
preaching-officer be found below a Biſhopor Elder, ner is there any warrant 
in Scripture for ordaining any ſuch; and thus theſe who maintain this opi- 
nion whiſt they endeavour toeſtabliſh the Fas Divinam of Prelncy, they plain- 
ly overthrow the Divine Inſtitution of the Miniftry. 2. This opinion de- 
ſtroys it ſelf, and quite overturns tbe Divine Right of Prelaey ; for if there is 
no warrant in Scripture for ' preaching- officers below Elders or Biſhops 
(whom they call Prelars) nor ſo much as one inſtance of them; then it's 
evident, that the Office of 'a Prelat is not of Divine Inſtitutien, for à Pre- 
lat (according to their notion) is he who hath power to erdain Paſtots or 
preaching. officers of an inferior tank to a Prelat, and who are under his in- 
ſpection: And how is it poſſible that theſe Elders orBilkops mentioned inScrip- 
ture (I ſpeak of theſe promiſcuouſly, becauſe the Holy Spifte in Seripeure 
doth fo, as is clear from Ack, 20. 17, and 28, 4nd 1 Per. 5, 1. and 2. where 
the Elders are expreſly ſaid to be Biſhops or Overſeers, and from Fu, x. 
and 6. &c. I left thee in Crete, that thou boulde irdain Elders in every City, if any 
be blameleſs the Husband of ene Wife, &c. for a Rithop muſt be blamileſs, &e. And 
they are no where diftinguiſhed in facted Scripture ) could be Prilazs in this 
notion, ſince neither Scripture-warrant, flor Apoſtolick- practice can be ad- 
= duced for ordaining any preaching- officers below Elders or Bimops. 3. It 
"= hath been abundantly cleared already, that the Elders mentioned in the 
above- cited Scriptures were Elders of Feruſalem and Ephrſns, and couſequent- 
ly were not Prelats of other Churches, nor were they Frelets of: Fetuſalem a. 
Epheſus, as hath been proven already. „ . ne Eu 
From what hath been diſcourſed, it's evident, that the Government of the 
Church was committed by the f poſtles to thefe Elders whatever they were; 
its alſo plain, chat theſe preaching Elders ( ruling Elders I pafs by as extrin- 
ſick to the prefent debate) were all of one ſort without the leaſt ha- 
dow of diſtinction: As alſo, that there is no warrant in Seriptute for, nor 
example of a preaching - officer in an inferior tank to theſe Elders or Paſtors; 
vor is there the leaſt mention in Scripture of any ordinaty Chutch- officer of 
= ſuperior rank (that the Apoffles, Prophets and Evangeliſts, fuch as Timethy 
= and Titus were extraordinaty and temporary Chutch- officers shall be proven 
'* hereafter ) whenee I may TC that by cheApoſtolickPacteta, the 
Church- Government was co be lodged in « plurality of Elders acting in a 
= compleat parity, and (whatever Officers were inthe Chutch ) it's plain, that 
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the loweſt rank of preachipg · offers (Elders) concurred in Acts of Ordina. 


tion and Juriſdiction. . 
But may the Doctor ſay, I am not concerned in this debate, for I main- 
tain that the Prela? in Ecclefia conſtituts hath the power of Ordination and 

Juriſdiction, not ſolely, but as a ſine quo nen; fo that no Paſtor can exerce 
theſe Acts without him. Well! What if the learned Doctor in ſtead of mend. 
ing hath marred the matter: I would gladly know, how he will prove from 
Scripture, that there ought to be in the Church a Paſtor ſine quo non, as he 
| hath deſcribed him, or that ever there was any fuch in the days of the As 
poſtles. It will not be ſufficient for this purpoſe, to prove that there were 
Paſtors (ordinary Church-officers ) who might ſometimes ordain without the 
concurrence of other Paſtors ( though even this he will never be able to 


prove ) Nay, he muſt further evince from Scripture, that the other Paſtors 6 


of a conſtitute Church were ſo fetrered, that they could not exerce one ſinglo 
Act of Ordination or Juriſdiction without the Paſtors ſine quo non: Now let 


him demonſtrat this fromScripture,& erit mibi magnus Apollo, as he ſays, pag. 22. 


My laſtremark upon the Doctor's definition of Prelacy is, that he ſeems to 
abandon the Arch-biſhop as not being of Divine Inſtitution, for he hath made 
his definition of Prelaey by Divine Inſtitution ſo narrow, that there is no 
place left there for his Grace; ſince it's undenyable, that any Biſhop with 

other Paſtors can exerce Acts of Ordinarion within his Dioceſs without the 

concurrence of the Arch-prelat and/ ſo the Arch. biſhop is not a ſine quo non to 
the Biſhops who are ſubject to him, and to the Paſtors within their Charges 
or Diocesſes: And conſequently, if the Doctors definition of Prelacy jure divi- 
n, comprehend all ſuch Prelacy ( as it ought,if it be a good definition] Arch- 
Pyelacy is not of Divine Inſtitution, Ran bs | 


I eaſily agree with the Doctor, pag. zd. that the petty Biſhop "4 1 4 


leſt the Doctor be offended at the Expreſſion, I ſhall tell him my Author 
in * 


ſhop Laurie then of Brichen being one of his hearers ) might no leſs pretend 


to be Primate of Scotland than the Pope to be univerſal Biſhop ) is a Biſhop as 


well as the great Primate of Scotland; ſo that it's not to be regarded, whether 

a Prelat have power over few or many Paſtors or Presbyters; but anone we 
muſt differ | _ 5 

The learned Doctor would gladly have his Prelats to be fellows to the A- 


poſtles and Evangeliſts ( had Presbyterian Miniſters made ſuch bold preten- 8 
tions, he had readily whiſper'd in their ear the old Proverb, Tinkers Dog 
love geed Compeny) therefore he adds in the ſame page, that fixed or unfixed 8 
doth not alter the caſe, theſz year wholly extrinfical to the eſſential Idea of 

t can do him no ſervice, for if Apoſtles 


a Prelar-Paſtor , But this poor ſhi 


ent het; The late Mr. Cant one of his Epiſcopal brethren, when preach- | 15 
ing againſt the PopesSupremac;, ſaid, that the petty Biſhop of Brichen there (Bi- 
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3 6 . 
and Bvangeliſt s were extraordinary and temporary Officets (as ſhall be? e 
ly proven her eafter ) then Prelats muſt be extruded out of that Society. 

But ſays the Doctor) Frumentias was ordained Biſhop of the Indies by A- 
thanaſies, an undenyable inſtance of an unfixed Prelat: With equal realtor - =o 
( ſay L) the Apoſtles might have made an univerſal Bifnop (and it's great 1 
pity it were not ſo ) for then univerſal or particular had not altered the caſe, : = 
and thus his Holineſs had been admitted to the Fraternity : But the Doc- | 
tor will tell me, that no mortal could be ſufficient for ſuch a charge as the 
Univerſe, and ſo ſay I of the dies; But was Prumentins indeed an unfixed a 
Biſhop? truely , barring the Doctors Authority) T ſhould have thought 
that the Biſhop of the Indies had been no leſs fixed than the Biſhop of the e 
for the Indies are the Dioceſs of che one, as the Iſles are of ths other. © 

Now I go on to the 574. page. where the Doctor endeavours to anſwer an 

Objection taken out of the Epiſtles of Ignatius, who writting to Polycarp, 

ſays, Nominatim omnes inquire ſervos, & ancillas ne ſuperbe contemnas, i. e. In- 

quire after all within your charge by name, beware of evidencing your 

pride by ſlighting or deſpiſing the- very Men- ſervants and Maid-tervants 

whence it would ſeem, that Ignatius ſpoke of the Biſhops in his time, as if 

they had been Parochial Miniſters ; But the Doctor anſwers that Ignarins 

doth only exhort Polycarp after. this manner, but faith not that this 

is the duty of all Biſhops, and bids hini beware of lighting ( ſuperciltouſly ) 

the very Men-ſervants and Maid-ſervants. Well! did Ignatius exhort Poly- 

carp to a Work of Supererogatiens? no ſurely, then it was his duty either as 4 

Biſhop, and ſe ſince 4 quatenus ad ome valet conſequentia ; its the duty of all | 
Biſhops, or in ſome other reſpect, let the Doctor condeſcend, and he ſhall 8 
not want an anſwer; But Ignatius only forbids ſupercilious ſlighting and | 
defpiting ; ( ſays the Doctor) A' notable diſtinction indeed, juſt fo if he 

were commenting on 2 Pet. 2. 1. where the Apoſtle ſpeaks of dammable Hefe 

ſies; he might tell us-thac ſome hereſies were damnable, and ſome not; or 9 
where there is mention in Scripture of the vile Adulterer, that 5 = 

& ſome Adulterers were not vile, mean-while the Doctor hath for- 2 
got the firſt part of the Text C inquire after all by name) this one 
would think ſufficient to confute his gloſs, which like that of Orleans contra- 
dicts the Text. But all is yet ſafe; for ſuch is the admirable conduct of 
this mighty Ch impion, that he hath yet in reſerve a huge Cannon to play u- 

pon the enemy, and put them in confuſion. Polycarp, ſays he, in his infcrip-. + 
tion of his Epiſtle co the Philippians writes thus, Polycarp and th: Pretbyters ** 
with him to the Charch at Philippi; Erge, he was undoubtedly a Prelat and 85 
not a Paſtor of a ſingle Congregation, or Pariſh in a modern ſenſe: I an- 
fwer by the ſame way of reaſoning, he might conclude that Peter was 2 Pre- 
lat amongſt the Apoſtles, for Ads 2. 14. ic's ſaid, That Peter flood up with the © 

eleven, i. e, eleven Apolſles, and ſpoke to the men of Judea,and Jeruſalem, Ergo he 
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was not an ordinary Apoſtle, but 2 Prelat amongſt the Apoſtles : Little 
knowerh his Holineſs, how much he oweth to this learned Doctor, who 
hath thus put itbeyond doubt, that Peter was unjverſal Biſhop. 
In the ſame page, the Doctor ſhows ſo much good nature as to quite 
the Field when he can keep it no longer; What though ( ſys he) Every 
Di hop in the time of Ignatius had been a parochial Miniſter? I hope theDoc. 
tor means ſuch a one as Ignatius deſcribes, who is obliged to take inſpection 
of, and watch over the fouls of every individual within his charge: If ſo, 
the whole Preilyterian Miniſters in Scotland are ſuch Biſhops : but Prelars can 
never pretened to be of the number,ergo Presbyterian and not Prelatick. Gavern- | 
n ut was the form of Church-Governinent in the days of Ignatius, ' 
have no buſineſs at preſent with Doctor Pearſon cr Hammond, or with 
Blondel or Salmaſias, whom the Doctor cites ; nor with the Remarker on 
hom he rails: And therefore I go now to meet the great Doctor in the 
„tb. pag. where ik you'l believe him, he does wonderful Feats, and 
quiceoverthrows his enemies; Ferom ( ſays he) in one of his Epiſtles writes 
thus: { bat Aaron and his Sens, and the Levites were under the Temple; That 
are the: Bisbops and Presbyters aud Deacons in the Ebriſtian Church. This famous 
ſentence, ſays he, look'd Blendel and Salmaſius out of countenance, and made 
their hearts and hands to fail them, and no man can truly anſwer it. Well! 
the hazard is not great, whilſt the learned Doctor and his brethren can give 
no ſufficient anſwer to the ſcriptural arguments adduced by Presbyrerians. 
But why doth the learned Doctor triumph before the Victory? Presbyterians 
anſwer, that Jerome compares Pricits under theFewith economy with thePa- - 
ſtors in the Chriſtian Church, as it he had faid, as the Prieſts were ſupe- 
rior to the Levite under the Old Teſtament ſo in the Chriſtian Church, 
Bi hops and Presbyters are ſuperior to Deacons . but he deſigned nothing 
208 Wan to compare Aaren preciſely with the Biſhops; hisSons with the Pres- 
byters, and the Levites with the D2acons: Now the Doctor being enrag'd 
at this anſwer ; which ſays he, the Presbyterians borrow from Stillingfleet ( but 
if the anſwer be good it's no matter who was the Author of it) he makes a 
dead'y thruſt, and proves the anſwer to be falſe for ( ſays he) Ferome, Epiſt, 
24 ad Nepetianum ſays, that the Biſhops and Presbytars are what Aaron and his 
Sons were. O infallible demonſtration ! This is that famous Argument 
cal ed petitio principii, when a man proves a propoſition by repeating it. Pray 
good Doctor, wherein doth this laſt ſentence of Ferome differ from the firſt, 
_ why ? in this laſt there is no mention of Levites and Deacons : But quid boc 
| ad lpbich boves? What harm did the poor innocent Levites and Deacons in 
* the former ? perhaps by adding theſe in the former there was ſuch a mixt 
multitude as quite marred the demonſtration; but now theſe being diſmiſſed, 
and the beneficed Clergy left alone, the Argument is exceeding ſtrong; for 


now its plain that the Biſhops and Presbyers are compared with Aaronand 
his Sons: But what hath the Doctor gained by this ? for that was clear e 
nough inthe former; hath he proven that Jeram's meaning was to ſhow that 


. 


there was ſome ſuch difference betwixt the Biſhops and Presbyte rs, s was 
FE betwixt Aaron and his Sons? nothing leſs; for hers the Jewisb Prieſts are 


only compared in { gro/s or in the bulk) with the Chriſtian Paſtors as in the 
former: Hath not the learned Doctor great reaſen to triumph after ſuch a 
victory dand therefore he ſhouts after this manner; There #: vo ſalve for this ſore 
no balſom to cure this mortal wound (which yet after exact ſearch will be found, 
no where, but in the Doctor's imagination, I had almoſt ſaid his head) un- 
leſs the Kirk (this word grates the Doctor's muſical ears ; we muſt not offend 


bim ſo much, as to ſay, the Kirk ſtands in the Kirk-yard ; it's almoſt here- 


ſie with the Doctor, who is for alamode Angleterre, to uſe a good old Scots 
Word) betake them with the Church of Rome ( for we muſt know that 
whe ere is no Hierarcby, there is no Church ala mode; and thus the poor 
antiquated Kirk of Scotland is excommunicated, and declared unwortby to 
have that name; but that of Rome is a Church per modum eminentie ) to Delea- 
turs; The greateſt Þ fat a City if ſhe fall a ſcolding, will readily com- 
pare her honeft Neighbour to theſe of her ſcurvy rank and quality; But I 
appeal to all unbyaſſed perſons, whether Epiſcopalt or Presbyterians come nigh- 
eſt to the Remisb Cut in Doctrine, Worſhip, Diſcipline and Government; 
and let the Impartial Reader judge, whether it be more neceſſary in this 
caſe, that the Doctor apply his own Balſom of deleaturs to his ewn learned 
Works; or that the Presbyterians apply it to Jerom's Epiſtles. 

J paſs by the Doctors Rhetorical Declamations, and virulent railings a- 


= gainſt the Prebyterians (which are, as one well obſerves turpis fetus impotentis - 
= animi, it being ordinary with moſt men, when they cannot reaſon, to fall 


do railing ) eſpecially ſince we ought not to render railing for railing. ,® * 


I proceed therefore to pag. 10. where the Doctor gives a new anſwer, . 


= whichis his own to the Argument drawn by Presbyterians, from Rev; 2. 24. 
for proving that the word (Angel Þ in the Epiſtles to Thyatira, and the other 


+ | Churches of Aſia is to be taken collectively, ſo as to ſignifie the whole Mini- 


ſters or Paſtors of the Churcn. 7 A 
The Argument I form thus; If by the Angel of Thhyatira we muſt under - 
ſtand a Prelat or ſingle perſon, then there can be no rational expoſition given 


13 Lori 
of the faidrg7h. verſe ; but to (you) I fay and to the reſt in Thyatira, as - 


many as have not this Doctrine; but this is abſurd, E. & if no ſingle perſon. be 
x underſtood, undoubtedly theword or term Angel muſt be taken collectively : : . 
I prove the connection thus; By (you) in the plural number, we miſt ei- 
ther underſtand the Prelat, or ſome other fingie perſon, or the Paſtors of 


BZ Thyatirs, df the Prelat and Paſtors, or elſe the People; But none of theſe 


can 
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em be Gid if the fore ſaid ſuppoſition ſtana ; E. The major is evident, except 
the Doctor condeſcend upon a member of diviſion, omitted; I prove the mi- 
my thus: We cannot underſtand by ( you in the plural a Prelat or any 
ſingle/perſon ; for however, a great man may ſometinies ſpeak of himſelf in 
the plural number, yet no man ſpeaks fo of any man great or ſmall, neither 
is this manner of {peech uſed any where in Scripture : And therefore, no 
ſingle perſon can be underſtood here; neither the people of Thyatira, for how 
then ſhould the reſt in Thyatira be diſtinguiſhed from them; But to ( 
I ay. and to C the reft ) in Thyatira, &c. Nor laſtly, can the word ( you ) 
ſigniſie the Paſtors of Thyatira, or the Prelate and Paſtors; for neither is the 
Epiſtle directed to the Paſtors ; nor is there the leaſt meution of them in the 


preceeding part of the Epiſtle, according to the ſuppoſition laid down; how 


then can this demonſtrative Proneun (eu) be apply ed to them; eſpecially iÞ 


in this caſe, where the tranfition from the ſingular to the plural number is 


ſs abrupt without the leaſt indication, that the perſon ſpoken to is; nged 


(I have a few things againſt thee, Cg. But to you Tſay and tothe reſt 2910 
tira) Whereas if by Angel we underſtand the Paſtors of Thyatirs, the expo - 
ſition is moſt rational and eaſie; But the Doctor firſt makes a man of ſtraw, 
and then fights with him; for he will have the Presbyter ian: to argue thus; 
Wherever there is a tranſition from the ſingular number ce the plural, there 
the ſingular number is to be taken collect ively; But here there is ſuch a 
trapſition, E. Now that I may try the Doctor's mettal, I ſhall for once 


make uſe of no other Weapon than what he himfelf hathpucinmy hand, on- 


ly the propoſition or major mult be underſtood of ſuch Words as are capable 4 ; 
of a collective ſignification, for no man in his wits could ever imagine, that 
any tranſition could de of force to make a word fignifie colietively, 


which isuncapable of that ſignification. Now, who can ſtand againſt this fu- 
ous attack made hy a valiant Hero, a mighty conqueror ? Beticld, a home- 
chat of a new faihion, tht: admirable invention of one of the ſtouteſt ſons of 
Mars! The learned Doctor firſt deny es the major of the Argument for- 
med by himſelf, and then demonſtrateth that its falſe thus; We read, ſays 
the Doctor, Luk, 22. 3 1. 32. Simen, Simon, (in the ſingular number ) Satan 
bath defired to have C jou Yin the plural, E. Simon muſt be taken collectively 
for where there is a tranſition, &c. Now it's manifeſtly falſe, that Simon is 
taken collectively here, which ſufficiently diſcovers. that tht propoſition 
( where there is a tranſition from che ſingular number te the plural, c.) 
is alſo falle. O rare Argument, and intirely.his owa !P2rturiunt monies, ic. 
Tsic poſſible that the learned Doctor is in earneſt? Did he dream that in 
any Cale Simon could be taken Loy ? or did he indeed imagine, that 
the propoſition could be underſtood by any mortal of words uncapable 
to ſignify collectively ſuch as Simon? Thus the ancient Profesſy 
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fophy h formed an Argument with the ſweat of his brow, which labours 
under an old defe called Ignerantia Elenebi, or in plainer Language, this is 
fighting with his own ſhadow, or (hooting beſide the mark: The Doctor 
Page 33. talks of mock-anſwers, which evaporat“ into ſmoak and aſhes (a 
new ſort of vapors) as the beautiful apples of Sodom when they are touched; 
let no man apply this to the learned Doctors arguments or anſwers; nor 
ſhall I ſay the character the Doctor gives of his Antageniſt, page 30. that ei- 
ther he was a very weak brother, or had a bad cauſe, or both, is a lively 
deſcription of himſelf and his cauſe; though ſome il matured perſon migh: 
perhaps be tempted to ſay, Mutato nomine de te fabuls narratur, that the Doctor 
has thus by miſtake drawn a lively Portraiture of himſelt. Eo 

But Igo on to another paſlage, page 10. where the Doctor acknowledges, 
that the Presbytersof Epheſus were Lights or Paſtors in reſpect of the People; 


but ( ſays he) in reſpe of the Prelat or Angel, they were only a part of 


his Flock; and ſo they are ſignified by the Candleſtick, which repreſents the 


. i Church as diſtinguilbed from the Angel or Prelat: Now I would gladly 


know in what place of Scripture, the Doctor read, that Paſtors or Preachers 
were a part of the Flock in reſpect of a more eminent Paſtor or — I am 
afraid the Doctor muſt bring his Arguments for proving this point fron Ape- 
crypha or Tradition. 2. How contrair is it to common ſenſe, to ſay, that 


Shepherds or Paſtors ſhould be fed like Sheep by a great and mighty Paſtor, 


called a Prelat. 3. I leave it to the impartial Reader, to judge what a ſpare 
dyet this Flock, I mhan the Paſtors ſhould have, if they had all their Food 

from the Prelat, who, perhaps may ſcarce preach thrice in one year: Be- 
fides; ſince Paſtors muſt be conſtantly im ployed in feeding their own Flocks, 
when ſhall they have time to be fed by the Prelat though he inclined to the 
work? and how ridiculous is it to ſay, That thoſe who are Stewards of the m- 
ſteries of God bad need to he taught themſelves, and to have thoſe myſiqzaies 


diſpenſed to them by others, For thoſe and other abſurdities, the Pre Hyters 


or Paſtors cannot be accounted a part of the Candleſtick, and ſo muſt either 


0 | | be left out in the Epiſtles, which I hope the Doctor will not allow, or elſe 


be comprehended under the word Angel s and ſo this term muſt be taken 


collectively ¶ ſee Durbam inhis Lecture upon the laſt verſes, Rev. 2: and his 


digreſſion concerning the Identity of Angel, Biſhop and Presbyter, where 
he proves this by many arguments) and now what if I ſhould borrow a Rhe- 
torical flight from the learned Doctor, page 22. Wherefore as Dagen fell before 
the Ark of God, ſo Prelacy falls before the Scriptures, and is dwindled into no- 
thing. I am not much concerned in the debate, whether any Church hold 
Epiſcopacy to be of Divine Right, and therefore I proceed to jage 17. where 
the Learned Doctor ſays, that the godly and learned Calvis yields, that all 


the degrees amongſt Biſhops a ( the Pope only excepted) are agree- 
N | | able 


— * 1 
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able to the light of nature, and acknowledgeth that the form of 
Government in the ancient Church was a very image of the Divine Inſtity. 
tion: But that I may take off this groſs imputation, I muſt intreat theRea- 
der to look into Calvins Inſt. Lib. 4. cap, 3. F. 4. & 5. where he ſays, Cui 
Eceleſiæ regimini ſecundum Chriſti inſtitutionem preſunt nominaniur a Paulo ( Eph, 
411.) E. quibus dus tantum ultimi ordinarium in Eccleſia manus babent, i. e. 
Would you know who are the preaching-officers (for that he ſpeaks only 
of ſuch, is evident from the 8. g. of the ſame chap.. ) that govern the Church 
according to Chriſt's inſtitution, they are named by Paul, but of theſe there 
mentioned che laſt two only, viz. Paſtors and Teachers are ordinary Of. | 
ficers in the Church, and 8. F. cap. cod. he demonſtrates Biſhops and Presbys- 
ters to be the ſame in Scripture, and he begins 4. chap.” of the ſaid 4. Book | 
thus Huctenus de ordine gubernandeEccleſia{ ut nobis ex puro Dei verbo traditus eſt ) de = 
minifteri:s,ut ſunt a Chriſto inſtituta diſſeruimus, 3.6. We have already diſcou;ſed of 
th formof Chu-ci-Government as it's deliveredto us in the pure word of God, 
Ec of ehe Miniſtry as they are inſtituted by Chriſt. Thus he plainly declares 
the Government of the Church by Paſtors, without imparity to be of Di- 
vin laſtitution ; chen he ſubjoyns the paſſage quoted by che Doctor, Urile- TX 
eric, . where the laſt words contradict the Doctor, as he himſeif. hath 
tranſlated chem: The primitive Church ( ſays he) fo formed their whole 1 
Goverament, that you may eaſily fee, that in this matter they 7 ſcarce ) had 
any thing different from the Word of God. In vain was this { ſcarce j ad- 
ject d, it chat Government differed in nothing from the word of God But 
Calvin expreſſes his thoughts more fully after wards, F. . cap cod. Precbyteri 
ex ſus numero in ſingulis civitatibus unnm eligebant, cui petialiter dabant titulum, 
Epiſcopi ne ex inequalitate ( firri ſolet D diſſiaia naſcerentur NN que tamen fic bo- 
re & dignitate ſuperior erat Epiſeopus, ut dimirium in Collepas haberet, ſed quas 
« petts Conſul in ſenatu, ut referat, de negotiis, ſententias roget conſulendo monend, ber- 
, FandFaliis precat autoritate ſua totam acticnem regat, & quod Aecretum communi 
comſilis fuerat, exequatur; id muneris ſuſtinebat Epiſcopus in Presbyterorum cœtu: «1que 
+ 5d ipſurn 4 temporum necesſitate fuiſſe bumano cenſenſu inductum fatentur ipſi vete- 
teres, ; for which he cites Jerome, and then he adds: Habebant ergo ſinguls 
eivitates Prebyterorum Collegium, qui paſtores erant ac Doctore:; Nam & apud 
populum munus decend; exbertand; & currigendi, quod Faulus Epiſcopis injungit om. 
nes obibant; ſingula ( ut dixi) Collegia pollitice tantum, & pacis conſer vandæ gra. 
tia, uni Epi copo ſuberant, qui (ic alios dig nitate antecedebat, ut fratrum ct ſubjices- 
retur, C& lib. 4. cap. 4. F. Ly. circa ſinem ſuss Preubyteros quiſque Epiſcopus cum Prei. 
byterorum Collegio ordinabat: Quanquam autem idem agebant omnes, quia tamen 
præibat Epiſcopus « us dicebatur ordin tio. &c. and eod. lib. 4.cap. 11. F: 6 Speaking 
of Ecciehaftick Juriſdiction, he ſays, Ejaſmadi poteſtas, baud -penes unum erat, ⁵ 
us pro ſua libidine quidvis ageret, ſed penes conſejſum ſeniorum, qui erat in Eccl:ifis quod 
| G in 


| 3 CHF = . . 
in urbe eff ſenatus : for which he eites Cyprian, and thereafter adds P/itciosi 
contra jus, & fas quod Eceliſiæ datum erat (bi ſoli vendicavit Epiſcepus ; perinde 
enim eſt, ac ſi ſenatu expulſo, Conſul imperium ſolus occuparet. Fuit igitur faciuus 
nimis improbum quid anus homo tranſlata ad ſe communi poteſtate & tyrranic libi- 
dine patefecit adicum ( plainly intimating, that Prelatical uſurpation made way 
for the Pope,) Et . Ecclefie- quod ſuum erat er ipuit, & conſeſsum a Chriſti Spiritu or- 


= dinatum ſappresſit ( and that the ſetting up of Dioceſian Prelats was the ſup- 


preſſion of Church. judicatories ( Presbytries) inſtituted by Chriſt) it would be 
too tedious to tranſlate all thefe paſsages, but from them any unby aſſed per- 


fon may perceive, that Calvin look'd upon the primitive Biſhops as little more 


than. conſtant Moderators, who in Presby tries were to moderat Debates, and 
gather the Votes of the Presbyters their Brethren and Collegues; and theſe 


= Biſhops he ſays were choſen by the Presbytries, not to have dominion over 


them, but for preſerving peace; and that becauſe of the exigencies of theſe 


times, that theſe Biſhops were introduced by the will of men, and not by Di- : 


vine Initicution , and although they were prior in dignity to any of their 
Brethren, yet they were ſubject to, and cenſurable by the Presbytrie ;zwhence 
it's evident, that Calvin is fo far from approving Bilbops, Ec. in the modern 
ſenſe, that he doth not fully approve the primitive Biſhops, who were only 
conſtant Moderators; of whom he ſaith they were introduced by the will 
of men: And therefore he added the caution, that the primitive Church 
had in tnis matter ſcarce any thing different trom the word of God. And 
now with what face could the Docter cite Calvin, as approving the various 
degrees amongſtBiſhops,and the ſorm of Government of the primitive Church 


(which the Doctor falſly ſuppoſeth to have been Dioceſan and modern 
Prelacy ) or with what countenance could he harangue againſt Presbyterian 


Mriters, pag-11- as perverters of the genuine ſenſe, and nieaning of ancienc 
and modern Authors; and therefore not co be truſted, ſince he himſelf is ſ@ 
palpably and criminally guilty of wreſting the words of worthy anTpious + 
Ihe Doctor is very nimble and ſubtile in his diſtinctions, one whereof, 
and indeed a very nice one, is at the foot of the 14. page, which had almoſt: 
eſcaped me; He tells that the Epiſcopal Divines who own the Ordination 
of forreign Presbyterians to be valid, may juſtly deny the validity of the Ordi- 
nation of Scots Presbyterians ; But what is the opinion of the learned Doctor 
in this matter? Why ? the Doctor hath made his Prelat a ſine quo non; ſo 
that without him no Act of Ordination can be exerced ; and conſequently 
alt Ordinations by Presbyteriens, are null, as proceeding a non habente poteſta- 
tem, ſincè the ſine quo non doth not honour their Presbytries wich his preſence - 
and concurrence ; thus the Doctor hath not only renunced his Baptiſm 
(tor I ſuppoſe hs was baptizedby a Presbyterian Miniſter -.) nor a 
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fince ( fo far as Ican learn) rebaptized 3 how then can he take to him- 
ſelf the character of an Epiſcopal Divine, ſince to this hour he is not received 
into the bolom of the Church; and ſo muſt be reckoned amongſt Heathens, 
and thoſe that are without ) but likewiſe unchurched all the Proteſfant Chur- 
ches that ever were Presbyterian: yea, the Chriſtian Churches in the days of 
the Apoſtles, who never fo much as heard of his fine quo non s, and declared 
that they had neither the word of God preached, nor the Sacraments admi. 
niſtrated amongſt them ( tince theſe can only be diſpenſed by thoſe whoſe - 
Ordination is valid) and ſeparated himſelf from thoſe more moderat Egiſco- 

al Divines, upon whom he would gladly obtrude the foreſaid diſtinction; 
Bur let us hear his reaſons, ws ba % Pretbyterian Ordination is valid A- 
broad, yet it is not ſo in Scotland: Is it the coldneſs of the Climate, or ſomg 
peſtilential or malignant Air, that will not ſuffer this tender plant to grow 


— 


„ 


vil· eye of the Scors Presbyterians ; they ( look ) upon Epiſcopacy as antichriſti- 
an, have abjured it, depoſed their Biſhops, and refuſed to communicate with 
them (ſays the Doctor page 15.) very true and moſt juſtly; but good Doctor, 
Nuid inde? Why? this is caſu pro mic; The Doctor and his party owe no 
kindneſs (he thinks) to the Preibyterians; and therefore are not obliged to 


| here? No, there is faſcination inthe caſe ; this is the native effect of the e- 


own the validity of their Ordination; But prethee Doctor; hath not the 


Presbyteria® Ordination here all the eſſentials of Ordination ? What is in 
the Ordination of forreign Pre:byterians Which is wanting in Scotland? Doth 

che validity of Ordination depend upon the opinion or practice ofthe perſon 
who ordains or isordained, where both the one and the other is otherways 
capable? Is not Popiſh Ordination valid ? or is there a neceſſity of re-or- 
daining Popilk Prieſts, if fuch were to be admitted Miniſters in Preteſtant Con: 
gregations ? If the validity ef Ordination hath no ſuch dependance then 
the Doctors diſtinction evaniſheth : If it hath, Ileave the Doctor to anſwer 
ther Queries. 1. What are thaſe opinions or practices which incapacitate 
the perions who are to ordain or to be ordained. 2. How ſhall people be aſ- 
ſured that they who pretend to oidain, or to be ordained, are not tainted 
with theſe, ſince opinions may lurk in the mind, and many Practices are 
clandeſtine. 3, How will the Doctor clear the validity of his own Or- 
dination: But if Presbyterian Ordination be valid any where (as the Doctor 
muſt acknowledge, unleſs he will juſtifie and own the abovementioned ab- 
ſurd conſequents of his former opinion) then the Doctor muſt bid adieu to 
his belovad Prelacy, aed renounce the hopes of a Mitre; for if Ordination 


be valid without Prelazs, then they are not ſine quibus non, and far leſs have | 
they fole power of Ordination ;thus their honour ts laid in the duſt, and all 


who pret>ad to be Paſtors or Miniſters muſt ſtand upon the ſame level. Thus 
I have not grudgedto go a little off my way to meet a Friend; But now I 15 
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Os x. 
3 | 13 2 1 
o forward concerning Superintendents, I remit the Doctor to Calder wood: 
| hiſtory and Nazianzeni querela, where he may find all the cavils of the Pre- 
latiſes upon that head largely confuted: But becauſe tfie Docter advanceth 
KF an admirable demonſtration, page 18. whereby he pretends to prove that 
= our firſt Reformers look'd upon 5#perintendents as ſuperior in office to Presby- 
ters: T ſhall ſhortly offer a few reflections upon it. The Remarker ( ſays 
the Doctor) aſſerts, that Superintendents were never Moderators of the Ge- 
neral Aſſembly, and that this is a plain demonſtration, that our Reformers 
did not look upon them as Superior in Office to Presbyters ; but this is falſe 
ſaith the Doctor, who pretends to give ſeveral inſtances of Superintendents 
who were Moderators of Aſſemblies: Now whether they were, or were 
„no,, is no matter of concernment with me: The Doctor's demonſtration 
FX in my humlbe opinion is far more voy of our contemplation, ſincs then 
( ſays the Doctor) what the Remarker ſaid is falſe, and contrariorum contra- 
ria ſunt conſequentia ; and I have proven that the Saperintendents have frequent- 
ly moderated in Aſſemblies, it's a plain demonſtration, that our Reform- 
ers look d upon Superintendents as ſuperior in office, to Prebyters : Thus ſtands 
the demonſtration ; The Superintendents were never Moderators,” E. not 
look'd upon as fuperior in office to Presbyters ; if this conſequence be good, 
then by the Axiom contraricrum, &c. ſo is this, They were frequently Modera- 
= tors, E. they were look d upon as ſuperior in office to Presbyrers ; How 
well doth this learned head deſerve a Mitre? no doubt, the Doctor hath 
= with the ſweat of his brows, and no {mall pains hammered out this rare de- 
monſtration; wherefore its highly juſt that he ſhould have a reward: Well 
then, I promiſe him a good fat Biſhoprick, which ſhall be as ſure to him, as 
his own demonſtration can make it; and I hope he will judge this no un- 
reaſonable ſecurity: Now having borrowed the Doctor's Axiom (for which 
he is to have cent per cent of Intereſt) Iargue thus; the Doctor was never a an- 
E. was he not Arch-biſhop of St. Andrews;thisconſequenceis good E. ſince t intra · 
riorum, &c. ſo is this conſequence good; the Doctor hath for many years 
been a man, E. he hath been Arch-biſhop of St. Andrews, and ſince the clia- 
& raceris indelible, he muſt die Arcli· bilbop. , Thus he who within this mi-, 
nute was only an abdicated Miniſter, is now per ſaltum, Primate and Metro» 
politan of Scotland: Quantum mutatus ab illo ; But what if one ſhould ar- 
gue thus The Doctor was never a Man, E. he was never a Fool, E. by the 
rule of contraries, ſince the Doctor hath been a man theſe many years by- 
paſt, he hath been a Fool, I ſhall not ſay that this character isalſo indelible 
but according to the Proverb, Me thinks, the Doctor looks now as like a 
| Foelas a-Bilnop ; once more, the Doctor's neck was never upon the face of 
the Earth, E. not under my feet: By the rule of contraries, the Doctor's 
neck hath been upon the face of tlie _ cheſe/ many years by paſt, 1 
| | : . i . : f WES 7 
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kath been ater iy feet; and who would not ſmile at this ſight, to fee the 
heughty lips of the Jearned Doctor, the mighty Champion, of Prelacy tamely | 
kiffing the ground; thus I have retorted the Doctor s Argument; but if | 
he defire a direct and formal anſwer, I muſt tell him, that his Arion like 
an ignis fanmus he th led him into the mire, for contrariorum contraria ſunt coſy: 
anti holds only quatenus ſunt contraria ; but in other reſpects it holdeth not, 
for theſe which are contrary in one reſpect, may not be fo as to many o- 
thers ; As to which the Axim muſt neceſſarly be falſe: therefore iss deny- 
ed, that the propoſitions menticned by the Doctor were contraries ( vis. the 
Superintendent: were fiequently Moderators; the Superintendents were never 
Moderators) in reſpect of che opinion of our Reformers (that the Ssprrinten. 
dents were not ſuperior in office to Presbyters ) for this opinion might very 
well conſiſt with the truth of either cf theſe contraries, and ſo they were noet 
contraries in this reſpect ; but to be yet more plain with the Doctor, the. 
Seperintend:nt; might be frequently choſen Moderators of Aſſembly, becauſe 
they were men of the greateſt Learning, Prudence and Experienee (at leaſt ſe 
they were preſumed to be ſo) and therefere it cannot be inferred from their 1 
being choſen Moderators, that the Reformers look*d upon them as ſuperior 
jn office to Prezbjters; And now if I ſhould inſult over the Doctor in ſuch 
Language, as he doth over the Remarker, page 18. Me thinks if his brow 
be not of braſs, and his heart of Oak or Marble, &c. it were only retalia- 
tion. Nec lex ell juſlior ulla, quam necis artifices parte perire ſus, | 
In the 19. page, the Doctor begins to impugn the diſtinction and anſwer . 
given by Precbyterians, that there were ſome Officers in the Church extraor- 
dinary and temporary. ſuch as Apoſtles and Evangeliſts, who therefore can 
be no precedent for Prelars; But that I may ſpeak diſtinctly co this point, 
which indeed is the main ſcope of theſe ſhects; I ſhall firſt hint at the Argu- 
2 uſed by the Prelatiſs which give riſe to this anſwer, and touch at ſe- 
vera! an{wers given by Presbyterian⸗ to thoſe Arguments. 2. Prove that A- 
polttes and Evangeliſts were extraordinary and temporary Church- officers, 
3. That Timothy and Titz: were Evangeliſts ; And laftly, remere objecti - 
ons. One Argument is taken from theſe *criptures, whereby it would ſeem 
that the Apoſtles had either ſole power of Ordination and Juriſdiction, or at 
| leaſt were ſuch, as no valid act of Ordination or Juriſdiction could be exer- 
ced without them, ſo 4#s 14. 23. Paul and Barnabas ordain Elders in every 
City, 2 Tim. 1. 6. Paul ſays, fiir up the gift which is in thee, by the putting on of 
wy bands ? whence it's argued, thac Prelats have the ſame power: It's an- 
ſwered, that from theſe Scriptures and the like no ſuch thing can be infer- | 
red, for 2. There is not the leaſt intimation here, that Poul or Barnabss, M 
had a privative or ſole power in theſe matters, and there is as little mention 
that any of them were ſize quibus nen; for though Paul alone had ordained : 
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Tieiy (which yet is not etear, for perhaps he laid om bis hands wich the 
Presbytery, 1 im. 4. 14. Or be ordained. bim an extraordinary Church» officer an E- , a 
vungeliſt] yet it cannot he thence inferred, that the Prebytrie could not have | - 

= ordained an Elder or Paſtor without Paul. 2. It hath been already ſuſſici- - "2 

= encly cleared, chat the Apoſties commirted the Government of the Church 

| to Elders without any mention of a ine quo neu- ship referved, and that thefe | "2 

Elders were ordinary Paſtors, 3. It's wide - arguing, ene of the Apoſtles 

when planting a Church, might alone ordain Elders, c. E. after Pregbys | = 

tries were ſettled, or a multitude of Elders ordained, in any Chureh he 
might do the ſame ; As it could not he otherways, when as yet Elders. were 


_ 2 ++ ” 4s 
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; not ordained: So on the other hand, no inftance can be given, that any ; 
= of the Apoſtles ordained alone in Churches conſtitute, or where theſe were 54 
= furniſhed with Elders; neither was a plurality of Apoſtles neceſſary in Os- Is 
= Gdinations, for this would have exceedingly obſtrufed the propagatian f 3 
= the Goſpel, which could not have been carried on unleſs the Apoltles bad ſe- : _- 


4 | parated one from another. 4. The Apoſties were extraordinary Church 
= Officers, as we ſhall hear anone. «+. . 5 
| Other Arguments the Prelatifs draw from the Epiſtles of Paul to Timothy 
and Titus, 1 Tim. 5.19, and 22. Again an Elder receive not an accuſation, lay 
bands ſuddenly on no man. Tit. 1. 5. For this cauſe left I thee in Crete, that tbau _— 
fhouldiſt ordain Elders in every City > and Titus 3. 10. A man that is an beretick © _—_— 
after the firſt and ſecond admonition reje. Whence they infer that Timo and - +. 
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rH Titus were either veſted with ſole power, &c. or elſe they were ſuck as no 
. Act of Ordination, c. could be exerced without them in Epheſus or Crete, 9 


uo non-ſhip, ſo the Epiſtles may be underſtood das a Directory to Elders, 
though given to Timothy, one of their Number, by Name ( whether fixed or 


f 
les Anſwered, - I. As there is not a word here of 2 privative 5 ine — iq 2 
unfixed, at preſent I diſpute not And t ſe Apeftle might write to Timothy as 


5 to one more eminent in Graces and Gifts, that fe might communicate theſe | 

n Epiſtles to the Elders of Epbeſus, to whom he had committed the Overſight £ 

Z and Government of that Flock, as was ſhown from the 20, Ads. 28. verſe. 1 3 

| 2. The Epiſtles may be underſtood of Timeiby and Titus, as Moderators of _ 

A the Presbyteries or Synodi of Epheſus and Crete ( if they were not Evangelifts, IA 

| as Jam fully perfwaded they were) and it's moſt proper to give theſe Direci- - 9 

1 ons to Moderators, which yet cannot be obeyed by them alone, for they are 41 

7 conſidered as the Mouths of the Meetings where they preſide, who will alſo 2 

0 impart theſe Directions to their Brethren, 3. Timetby and Tius were Evan- 2 
geliſts, and ſo extraordinary Officers of the Church (as ſhall be proven) 


| # And conſequently no Pattern for Prelacy 5 and however, eitherof theſe alane 
7 might have ordained Elders or Biſhops when a Church was not Jet conſti- 
tute, yet no Inſtance can be given of their Exercing hat Power . 5 
LE | | | Preioyiries: 
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Preibytries were conſtitute, and no Argument can be drawn from the one caſe - 
to the other, where the Diſparity is ſo evident. re | 
Now, that the Apoſtles and Evangeliſts were extraordinary Church-Offi. 
cers may be proven thus, 1. If Apoſtles and Evangeliſts had been ordinary 
Church-Officers, we ſhould have had a Precept or Warrand in Scripture for 
Ocdaining theſe, with Directions concerning their Qualifications and Trial, 
even as there are concerning Biſkeps or Elders and Deacons, for if our bleſſed 
Lord and Saviour was fe careful of his Church, as to give expreſs Rules and 
Directions concerning the Admiſſion and Trial of the meaneſt Church- O- 
cers: Is it poſſible that he would have left the Chuch in the Dark, and 
without Direction in the weightieſt Matter concerning the Ordination and 
Trial of Church-Officers of the higheſt Rank? No wiſe Man will take care 
of the meaneſt Things, and flight thoſe of the Higheſt and Greateſt Impor- 
tance; how then ſhall any think ſo of the only wiſe GOD But there is 
neither Warrant nor Precept in Scripture concerning the Ordination or Trial 
ol Apoſtles or Evangeliſts, E. they are not ordinary Church: Officers, and con- 
ſequently are extraordinar 7. 1 | = N 
2. If Apoſtles, Prophets, and Evangeliſts were all ordinary Church · Offi- 
cers, then there muſt be four Ranks or Orders of ordinary preaching Offi- 
cers by Divine Iaſticution : for by comparing 1 Cor. 12. 28. with Eph. 4. 11. 
Its plain that theſe are diſtinguilbed into different Claſſes, frf Apoſtles, ſe- 
pd > Prophets, and ſome Evangeliſts, ſome Paſtors and Teachers, but the 
laſt cannot beſaid, E. The firſt is fajſe- Perhaps it may be yielded 
that the Prophets in the New Teſtament (even as in the Old) were extraor- 
dinary Officers: for it appears from the CharaQeis. given of them in Scripture, 
That 1. They did foretell future Events. 2. They were immediately in- 
ſpired, and had ſpecial and fingular Revelations of the Myſteries of the Go- 
. by the Holy Ghoſt, thus we read 4&s 11,27, 28, And in thoſe days came 
' Profibers from Feruſolem, and one of them named Agabus, fignified by the Spirit 
that there foonld be a great Dearth through the World, Eph. 3. 3. and g. That 6 
Revelation God made known ts me the Myſtery which in otber agen was not = 
known unto the ſont of men, as it's now revealed unto his holy Apoſtles and Prophets 
by the Spirit. And it's evident that no man can pretend to theſe Character 
in this age. But if fer theſe Reaſons Prophets were extraordinary Officers, 
why not the Apoſtles alſo ? For the Apoſtle Peter foretold the death of Ans- 
nis and Sapbira, Act. 5+ and Paul that Elymas ſhould be Blind, 48; 13.11.and Wl 
told the Elders of Epheſus, that he knew they ſhould ſee his Face no more: 
and all the Apoſtles had alſo ſpecial and extraordinary Revelations of the My- | 
eres of the Goſpel, as is clear from the above-cited Text, Eph. 3. 3-and 5. 
But ſetting the Prophets aſide, I would gladly know the other 3 Ranks f 
ordinary preaching Officers by Divine Inſtitution in the Prelatick Church, 
Piatriarc 


= - 
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patriarchs are of too late an Original to pretend to Divine Inftitution ; it's 

certain tfiat none of theſe were in the primitive Church for ſeveral Centuries, 
and now there are none ſuch in Proteſtant Churches, nor can Metropo- 
litans or Arch-Biſhops pretend to be of the firſt Rank, viz. Apoſtles until it 
be inſtructed that each of the Apoſtles had a ſpecial Charge and Province al- 
ſigned to him, and that the Chriſtian World was divided into ſo many Me- 


tropolitan Sees as there Were Apoſiles (a task which I hope the Prelati/ts will 


not readily undertake ) for a Metropolitan Biſhop without a Metropolis, and 


Metropolitan See, is a King without a Kingdom, 2 Sheriff without a St ire, 


a meer Chimera, Now, if the Apoſtles were not Metropolitans, but unfixed 


Church. Officers; then Metropolitan Biſhops cannot pretend to be Apoſtles, 
or that the Office of a Metropolitan Biſhop, is the ſame with the Office of an 


Apoſtle; and cenſequently, The Apoſtolick Government was no Pattern 


for Prelacy. Mean while the Doctor (as was obferved ) hath left no Room 


for Metropolitans, or Arch-Biſhops, in his Definition of Prelacy by Divine In- 


ſtitution. Whence we may well infer that he doch not look upon them as 
Church-Officers of Divine Inſtitution. 1 1 | 

If then Metropolitans are not Apoſtles, it evidently follows, that the 
Epiſcopal Church muſt either want Apoftles or Evangelifts ( theſe being 


diſtinct Officers as hath been ſaid ) for beſide ordinary Paſtors, only dio- ” 


ceſan Biſhops remain, who can pretend to theſe Offices; and ſince by Divine 


 Inftitution, there were Evangeliſts beſides Apoſtles, it's plain that the Dio- 


ceſan Biſhops cannot be both, this were to joyn whom GOD hath ſeparate, 
and in ſtead of two diſtin Ranks of Church: Officers to ſet up one, either 
therefore Apoſtles or Evangeliſts were extraordinary Church- Officers, or E- 
piſcopal Churches cannot pretehd to be governed according to Chriſt's Inſti- 
tution, and if either of theſe were extraordinary Church Officers, no good 


Reaſon can be given why both were not fo. N 1 279 
3. If Apoſtles and Evangeliſts were neither Patriarchs, Metropolit nor 


Dioceſan Biſhops, then they were not ordinary Preaching- Officers of the 
Church (for they were certainly of a higher Rank than the ordinary Paſtors 
in theſe days.) But the firſt is true, E, ſo is the laſt: The connexion is certain 
unleſs Prelati is can condeſcend upon other Preaching - Officers beſides theſe 
already enumerated, As to the Minor, it's clear that the Apoſtles and E- 
vangeliſts were not Patriarchs for the Reaſon already affign'd; and becauſe 


they were not Prelates as we ſhall hear, and that they were neither Metropo- 
litan nor Dioceſan Prelates, is evinced thus; "Theſe who had neither ſole 


Power of Ordination, &. nor ſine que nen ſhip (as deſcribed by the Doc- 


tor) were not Prelates, This I hope the Doctor cannot deny. But neither A- 


poſtles nor Evangeliſts had any of 22 E. they were not Prelates, and con - 


85 | ſequently 
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ſequently neither Metropolitan nor Dioceſan. The Minor of the laſt $y1. 
lopiſit hath been abundantly cleared already. | 
That the Apoftles were extraordinary Church-Officers, will further ap- 
pear, if we take a ſhort view of the Characters of the nes recerded in 
Scripture, 1. They had all immediate Divine Miffion, , Aer Act, tx, 
24,25, 26. A&s 26. 16. and 17. Gal. 1. 1. 2. They were choſen to be Wit. 
neſſes of our LORD's Reſurrection, As l. 22. 4. 22. 14. and 15, and 
26. 16. and 17. 3. They were infallible in their Doctrine, being guided 
therein by the unerring Spirit of GOD. 4, They were the firſt Planters of 
the Chriftian Church, Eph. 2.20. Where it's ſaid that the Church was 
built upon the Foundation of the Apoſtles. 5, They had. the power of 
working Miracles, and of healing all manner of Diſeaſes, Mark 3. 14. 2:2 
15. And none could pretend to be an Apoſtle without this, 2 Cor. 12, 11, 
and 12. Truly the ſign: of an Apofile were wrought amongſt you in all patience, in 
n: and wonders, and mighty deeds 6. They were not limited in their Com- 
miſſion to any place, Mark. x6. i}. Go ye inte all the world, and preach the Goſpel 
Fo every Creature. 7. They had the My fteries,- of the Chriſtian Religion im- 
mediately revealed to them by God, Eph. 3. 5. and Gal. 1. 12. It may be 
objected, that Judas was an Apoſtle, and yet all theſe Characters did not 
agree to him. I Anſwer, the Apoſtles received three diſtin Calls from our 
Biefſed LORD, fr# to be his Diſciples, and to follow him, thus we read 
Mark r. of the calling of Simon, Andrew, James and Jobn. 2. To preach to 
the Jew: only, and to work Miracles, caſting out Devils, and bealing all 
manner of Diſeaſes, Mat. 10. 1,5, 6, 7, 8. Where the Apoſtles are diſcharged 
to go into the way of the Gentiles, or to enter into any City of the Samari- 
ranes, but are commanded to go to the loſt Sheep of the Houſe of Hael. z. 
To teach all Nations, tb preach the Goſpel to every creature, Mat, 28, 21. 
and Mark 16. 15. This laſt Commiſſion was given after our LORD Re- 
furrection, and after the death of Judas, fo he had no ſhare of the full Apo- 
ſtoli& Commiſion, which was given to all the other Apoſtles. 1 
Hence my fourth Argument is, no Frelat nor other ordinary Church Of. 
ficer hath theſe characters 3 this is undenyable: But all Apoſtles or every 
Apoſtle have theſe characters (Judas only excepted, to whom many of theſe 
did alſo agree) E. No Apoſtle is an ordinary Church Officer, and conſequent-- 
ly, an Apoſtle is an extraordinary Church Officer; for there is no midle Of. 
ficer betwixt ordinary and extraordinary, The Minor is alſo certain, unleſs + 
Prelatifts can give an inſtance of Apoſtles mentioned in Scripture who want. 
dad theſe characters, or ſhow a Precept or ſcripture-warrant for appointing | 


It may be objected, that the power of working miracles, and of ſpeaking - 
wich Tongues, Sc. were no part of the Apoſtolick-office ; and though theſe 


are 
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have the true Apoſtolick · power wherein their Office did conſiſt, and not in 1 
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are ceaſed, yet there ought ftill to be Apoffles or Prelars in the Church, wo 


theſe extraordinary powers which are now no more in the Church. It's 
anſwered, 1. That che power of working miracles was no leſs a part of the 
Apoſtolick-office, chan the power of preaching ; this is evident from ark 
3. 14. and 15. and 6. 7- verſes, where both theſe powers are given to the 
Avolties in their Apoſtolick Commiſſion. 2. If the Doctor and his Brethren 


| would be pleaſed to frame a right notion of an Office in the Church, they 


will eaſily perceive, that the power of conferring the gifts of the holy Ghoſt 
and of ſpeaking with Tongues, Ce. did no leſs belong to the Office of an 
Apoſtle, than the power of preaching ; for the Apoſtles were veſted and in- 
truſted with theſe powers by God, that they might be publickly imployed in 
exercing them in the Church, as their ſpecial. Work and Calling for the glo- 
ry of God, and the edification of his Church, even as they were intruſted 
with the power of preaching. 3. All the preaching Church Officers menti- 
oned in Scripture, are either Apoſtles, Prophets, Evangeliſts, or Paſtors and 
Teachers, Eph. 4. 11. nor is there any warrant in Scripture for ordaining - 
others; And therefore, there can be no half-Apoſtles of Divine Inſticutiog,: - 
who have a part of the Apoſtolick Office only, and yet are Church Officers 
diſtin& from Prophets, Evangeliſts, and ordinary Paſtors. 4. I deſire to 
know wherein that true Apoſtolick power did conſiſt, or what power the A- 


| Poſtles had which was ordinary, and to be continued in the Church more 


than an ordinary Paſtor ; whatever it was, it was neither ſole power of Or- 


dination, & c. nor five quo non-ship,; for the Apoſtles themſelves had no ſuch = 


power, as hath been evinced already. VE 5 
Now lec us hear the learned Doctor, pag. 28. proving the Negative, viz, 
That Apoſtles were not extraordinary Church Officers, by a poſitive Argu- 
ment ( as he ſpeaketh ) if a Negative argument, be an argument, the con- 
cluſion whereof is negative, and a poſitive or affirmative argument ahat by 
whereof the concluſion is affirmative ; The Doctor will indeed work won» 
ders, if he prove a Negative by a Poſitive Argument: What other ſence - 
the Doctor will put upon his poſitive argument I cannot conjecture, nor 
ſhall I venture to impugn his other diſtinction of direct and indirect ar- 
guments (though T ſhould think an indirect argument almoſt the ſame with 
none) leſt Imiſtake his meaning perhaps in the ſecond Edition of his learn- 
ed Works, he may unfold thoſe myſteries to the great adyancement of 


Learning. | 


However, this is the learned Doctor's - poſitive and direct argument; if 


the Apoſtles were extraordinary Officers, then it's either becaule their Of- 
fice did partly conſiſt in their extraordinary Qualifications, "immediat Miſſion, 
power of working Miracles, gift of Tongues, Cc. Or, it's becauſe it 7 — . 


/ 
* 


Ren 
* ” „ 4 * 


r 3 0 
— k 


- - -» 
„ 


PAY "TIS" F TY 1 NO 


” 4% 
. « 
. 


"of + 
*. $4.49 : 
„ . 
— * 1 
* 2 


7 
4 
4 


*F 


, „ 
* * 
— . , * „ 7 by v 
* . 4 he? þ . * = 1 a þ 1 
Wanner / 12 ; 
», * 1 ** 4 * iy a F £ 
. «A * I « gd by — 191 4 W Wy, / FEI, s 4 . * "+ * > 
| © Tab * ew PI 13 —- . * 1 N 
7 4 . R * a. YA = *. . Ws 4 
2 F 5 * — F — 1 
V4 * . +555 a Me 


— 
8 K 1 
Den 


. 
A N f » 


„ 


_> — . — 


) 


"BY (- 24. OC - 
fiſted in the ArchiteRonical power of building the Church: 
becauſe of the Arguments adduced by Mr. Yeatch, and becauſe immediat 
miſſion was no part of their Office, but the peculiar method whereby their 
Office was conferred upon them, into which they were inſtalled before 
they were indued with the gift of Tongues, &c. and conſequently, theſe 


gifts were no; part of their Office. Not in the laſt, becauſe that Architecto. 


Not in the firſt 


nical power is a power of educing the Church ex fatu posſibilitatis in ſtatum exi- 
fentie, for the doing whereof (ſays Mr. Veatch, as quoted by the Doctor, pag. 
20.) the Apoſtles were not compleatly qualified before the deſcent of the ho. 
lIyGhoſt ; But ſays the Doctor, this notion is as falſe as new; for we have 
aChurch of 120. in ſtatu exiſtenti æ in Ads 1. and its alſo proven by the 4r. verſ. 
A 2. that there was a Church in being, before the deſcent of the holy 


Now I chall offer a few things in anſwer to this Achillean argument. 1. 
With all due reſpect to this moſt accurat Philoſopher, I muſt tell him, that he 
hath not obſerved the rules given by Logicians, concerning the forming of 
difjun&ive Sylegiſms, ; One great rule is, that there ought to be a full enu- 
meration of parts, or members of diviſion in the firſt propoſition, or major; 
wherefore this is a bad Argument: The learned Doctor is either a Fool or 
a Philoſopher ; but he is not a Fool, E. he is a Philoſopher, the concluſion 
may be true; but ſure I am, it cannot he well inferred, either from my 
Premiſſes, or from his ſolid or unanſwerible Argument ( as he terms it pag. 
30.) not from the ficſt, for it's plain, that there are thouſands of men, who 


from the ſecond, becauſe of this 


are neither the one nor the other ; nor 


Ree error in the very conſtruction of his Syllegiſin; for he ſhould have 


formed it thus, Either the Office of an Apoſtle did conſiſt partly or 
wholly in ſome, or all of theſe Qualifications mentioned, or it did conſiſt in 
the Architectonical power in whole or in part, or in ſome other thing; But 


of theſe can be ſaid, E. 2. The Doctor proves learnedly, that the 


Apoiſtolick office did not partly conſiſt in thoſe Qualifications by referting 
his Adverſary and the Reader, to an imperfect half-printedBook ſuppreſt by 
Authority, and whereof Mr. Yeatch was the Author (as the Doctor informs 
us, pag. 20.) but he doth not ſo much as mention ons of the Arguments uſed 
r. Veatch. In a word the learned man would gladly be rid of the bur- 

den of probation at any rate ; and therefore remits to a Boo which Ine- 
ver ſaw or heard of till now, and which probably few have ſeen. Well! 
_ this is indeed a rare poſitive direct Argument to prove what he undertook ; 
ZBut at length the Doctor condeſcends jo preſent us with one Argument, 2 
mongſt many which he could have adduced, that"ex ungue Leonem we may 
know the Lyon by his paw. Firſt then, page 28, he tells us, that immediat 


miſſion was no part of the Apoſtolick O 


C 


e Dig ever any Presbyterian, 


yea, 


824 


D. Who would not here admire the acutenefs of this ſubtile Difpu 


the deſcent of the Holy Ghoſt ; uy becauſe the Doctor ſeems to be at a 


- E: 


yea, any man in his wits think otherwiſe ? Why then doth he beat his 

brains in vain? But the learned Doctor when his courage fails him, nam 
quandoque magnus dormitat Homerus, had rather make a man of ſtraw and fight 
with him, than encounter his Adverſaty » Thereafter with a certain un- 
willing willingneſs (to ſpeak in his own diale& page 25.) after he hath rak- 
en a nap, and recovered ſome ſpirits, he advanceth-thus; By that miſſi- 
.on the Apoſtles were inſtalled in their Office before they were endued with 
the gift of Tongues, &c, E, theſe gifts were no part of their Office, Q. — BE 

cer: 

how wonderful is this invention to cover the other qualiſications ( as the 
Doctor terms them) of the Apoſtles with an Cc. Why might he not have 
faid the ſame of the power of working miracles formerly mentioned by him, 
which he ſaith of the gift of Tongues; Alas! This had been tos manifeffly - 
falſe, for he knew or might have known, that Matth. 10. , and 8. Mark 
3. 14, and 15. and 6. chap: . ver: Luk. 9.x, and 2. Oar bleſted Lord with 


one breath ſent the Apoſtles to preach, to raiſe the dead, to caſt out Devils, &c. $0 


that their miſſion was not prior to their power of working miracles ; and 


_ Cherefore, the antecedent of his Argument is palpably falſe, But 2. The 
learned Doctor hath fallen into his old miftake; Called Iznorantia Elenthi 


for I agree with the Doctor ( and I know none that will differ from him in 
this ) chat no gifts, no not the gift of preaching are a part of the Office of 


an Apoſtle, or of a Paſtor z. and ſo I acknowledge, that the concluſion of 
his Argument is true, and that. without the leaſt prejudice to the cauſe: 


But will the Doctor deny, that the pawer of exerciſing the gift of preaching, 
or of working miracles, or of ſpeaking with tongues, that CI ſay”) eachof 
theſe powers were a part of the Apoſtoſick Office; or will the Doctor deny, 
that the power of conferring the gifts of the holy Ghoſt by prayer and im- 
polition of hands, was a part of their Office, Act 8. 15, 16, 17, and 18. and | 
Chap. 19.6, 3. I deny the conſequence of the Doctor's Arguments fo? 


it's clear that the Apoſtles had not receiyed that Extraordinary effufion of 


the Spirit ( far leſs could they. confer thoſe gifts of the holy Ghoſt upon o- 
thers) when they received their ample and full Apoftolick Commiſſion, 
AMerk 16. 15. and yet the exerciſing of that power of conferring the gifts of 


the Holy Ghoft, did belong to their Office, as hath been ſaid. As to the - 


ether part of the Doctor's Argument, concerning the Architectonical pow- _ 
er of building the Church: I havs not ſeen Mr, Yearc#'s Book, and incline 


not to fight in the dark, left I fall into miſtakes ; but it appears to me from 
the Doctor's own relation, that Mr. Yeatch means by Eccleſia in ftats exiften- - 
He a couſtituted Chriſtian Church; and if ſo, the Doctor's Argument from 


As r. and Ad 2. 41.will never prove that there was any ſuch Church before 


lols, 


3 þ 
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lo, not knowing wherein (according to the opinion of Presbjterians ) the 
Apoſtolick Office doth conſiſt: I ſhall therefore hint at ſeveral things where- 
in it doth conſift, and this will make a compleat anſwer to his Argument, 

It conſiſts therefore in a power of planting and laying the foundation of 
the firſt Chriſtian Churches, by adminiſtration of the Sacraments, infallible 
teaching and preaching the myſteries of the Goſpel, which were immediat. 
ly revealed to them by the Holy Ghoſt, by inſtituting new Officers and 
new Oles in the Church, by preſcribing unalterable rules for the govern. 
ing all the Churches of Chriſt to the end of the World; and ruling and go. 
verning theſe Churches without being fixed or tyed to any one iti a power 
of working miracles, as caſting out Devils, healing Diſeaſes, of ſpeaking 


Wich Tongues, and conferring the gifts of the Holy Ghoſt by Prayer and 


Impoſition of their hands, and a power to bear Teſtimony (as Witneſſes 
Choſen of God) to the Reſurrection of our bleſſed Lord, ec. To which 
complex Office they were immediatly called of God. Now, if any Prelat 
pretend to this Office, let him produce his Commiſſion, or let him work 
the ſigns of an Apoſtle, 2 Cor. 12. 11. and 12, . 

I proceed now to prove that 7imothy and Titus were Evangeliſts (I ſpeak 
not here of the pen-men of the ae who in a more ſtrict ſenſe are alſo 
called Evangeliſts) and that 7imothy was ſuch, is clear from 2 Tim. 6. f. 
where the Apoſtle exhorts Timothy to do the work of an Evangeliſt (and it's 
certain, that Timothy was none of the Pen- men of the Goſpel ; and therefore 
he was not an Evangeliſt in that ſtrict ſenſe) Now to do the Work of an 
Evangeliſt, is to exerciſe the Office of an Evangeliſt, even as to do the Work 
of a Miniſter ora Magiſtrat, is to exerciſe theſe Offices. Hence I argue Ti- 
wmothy was undoubtedly called to that Office whichPaul exhorted him to ex- 
eicile ; But he exhorted. him to exerciſe the Office of an Evangeliſt, 2 Zim. 
*8. 5E. he was called to that Office, or he was an Evangeliſt: The minor 
hath been cleared already, the major is evident; for ſurely, Paul would not 
exhort Timothy to intrude himſelf into, or uſurp any office; nor could Timo- 
thy lau fully obey any ſuch Precept, unleſs he had been an Evangeliſt, We 
read likewiſe of Philip the Evangeliſt, Ad, 21. 8. (who was none of the 
Pen- men of the Evangels, and ſo no Evangeliſt in that ſtrict ſenſe.) But be- 
cauſe the nature of this office of an Evangeliſt, is not fully and expreſly held 
forth in any one Text of Scripture; I all endeavour to gather a deſcrip · 
tion thereof from what is recorded in Scripture concerning Timothy and Phi- 
Ui, the only two who are expreſly ſaid to be Evangeliſts in Scripture (though 
douhtleſs there were a great many more, Epb. 4. 11. ) in the ſenſe I now 
ſpeak of. We read concerning Plilip, Ad 8. 5, and 40. that firſt he preach- 
ed the Goſpel to the City of Samaria, then to the Erbiopian Eunuch, and 


thereafter he was found at Azys, and paſſing thorow preached in ＋ the 
| | | | ities > 
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to Macedonia, and Rom. 16: 21. Paul 


with the contribution from Macedonia and Achaia, where he was impriſened, 


and ſhortly after ſent to Reme, and 1 Cor. 4. 17. Paul ſends Timothy to the 


Corintbiaus, Again, 2 Cor. 1.1, He is withPaul at Philippi whence this Epiſtle: 
is written, and he was alſo with Paul at Rome, when he wrote to the Philip- 


pians, Phil, 1.1; and 2. chap. 19. he promiſeth to ſend Timothy to them, for” 


he had uo man like minded who weuld naturally care for their ſtate, and verſe 22. he 
ſaith, That as aSon with the Father be bad ſerved with him in theGoſpel,and: Coloſ. 1. 


1.Timoth} is with Paul at Rome when he writes to the Colosfians : Timothy is 


alſo with him at Athens, when he writes both the Epiſtles to the Thes/aleni-: 


ans, as appears from the 1 chap, 1. ver. of both theſe Epiſtles, and 1 Theſ. 
3. 1. and 2, Paul tells that he ſent to them from Athens, Timothy bis Brother and 


Miniſter of God, and bis Fellow- labourer in the Goſpel of Cbriſt, that he might flab= 


lizh and comfort them concerning the faith, and 2. Tim. 6. 2, 13, and 21. he de- 
ſires Timothy to come to Rome, becauſe many of thoſe who wſed to miniſter unto 
Vim had departed from bim, acquainting him further, that he had ſent Tyebieus 
to Epheſus, and irtreating him to bring Mark alongſt with him, becauſe he 
Was profitable to Paul for the miniſtry; And when Paul writes from Rome 
to Philemon Timothy is with him, Likewiſe Heb. 13. 23. Paul writing from 


Rome tells the Hebrews, that Timothy who had been priſoner there with him, was* 


now {et at liberty: Hence it appears, that the Evangeliſts were Fellow. work- - 
ers with the Apoſtles (either called and ordained by the Apoſtles, or imme. 

diatly called of God, as probably Philip was, for, Acts 8. 26. He is warned 
by an Angel to meet with the Ethiopian Eunuch, and preach to him, and 
when he left him it's ſaid, Philip was caught away with the Spirit of the Lord, 
verſe 39.) in planting of Churches, though'they were of an inferiorfrank 
(as is clear from Eph. 4. 11. and Acts 8. 14,15, 16, and 17, where though - 


Philip had baptized, and preached to the Samaritans, yet the Apoſtles hears 
ing that Samaria had received the Ward of God, ſent Peter and Jobs to in- 
itru chem more fully, who laid their hands on the Samaritans, and they im- 


mediatly received the Holy Ghoſt ) and were frequently imployed and ſent 
by them to water the Churches, and: build upon the foundatien laid by-the 
| 7 Apoſtles 
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Cities till he came to Ceſaria : M hence N ſee, that he was one of 
the firſt planters of Goſpel-chu:ches, and he appears to have been fixed in 
no particular Church; We find alſo Timothy, Ads 17. accompanying Paul 
at Berea, and receiving a Commandment to come to Athens where Paul wait · 
ed for him, and Ads 19. 22. We find Paul at Epheſus and Timothy with him, 
and thence he ſent Eraſtus and Timotby into Macedonia, who are ſaid to be 
two of them that miniſtred unto him, and Acts by 5. Timothy waits for him at 
Troas, after Paul had made his journe 
calls Timothy his Work fellow, who Was then with him at Corintb, whence 
the Epiſtle to the Romans was ſent a litlle before Paul went to Feruſalem, 
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Apoſtles; and therefore are ſaid to miniſter unto the Apoſtles, Act, 19, 21. 
and were never fixed in any Church as theit peculiar Charge. 4 | 
Titus was alſo one of thoſe who thus attended upon, and miniftred unto 
Paul, Gal. 2.1, &e. 2 Cor. 8. 23. where Paul calls Tut his Partner, and 
Fellow-helper concerning the Corinthians, and Tit. 1, f. It's ſaid, Paul left 
Titus at Crete, that he might ſet in order Things that were wanting, & ordain 
Elders in every City, as he had appointed him, and Tit. 3. 12, Paul defires 
that Chon he ſhall ſend Artemas amd Tychicus to him) Titus would come 
to him to Neopolis where he determined to Winter, and 2 Tim. 6. 10. Paul 
commands Timothy to come co him (being then at Rome) becauſe many of 
thoſe who miniſtred to him had departed from him, particularly Titus to Dal. 


Ir's Obje&ted, that Timothy was fixed at Epheſus, for 1 Tim. 1, 3. Paul 
ſays, 4s 1 beſought thee to fay ſtill at Epheſus, &c. and 3. cb. 14. and 15. Theſe 
things write I unto thee, hoping to ſee thee ſhortly ; but if I tarry long, that tbon may- 
oft know bow thou eughteſt 10 behave thy ſelf in the Houſe of GOD, It's Anſwered, 
The Contrary is plain from the firſt Text, for Paul defires him to abide ſtill 
at Epbeſus (not becauſe he was ordained Biſhop of, or had a fixt Relation 
to that Church, bur becauſe of ſome particular Circumſtances of the place 
occaſional and temporary) becauſe ſome at Epbeſus taught other Doctrine, 
that he might charge them to deſiſt and ceaſe from venting their Errors; who 
would not infer hence, that if this occaſion were ever ( which might be in 


 atſhorttime ) and no more hazard from theſe few Teachers, that Timothy 


was at liberty to return to Paal? And as to the other Text, all that can be 
inferred from it is, Thal he was to ſtay at Epheſus:till further Orders, And 
it's clear from many of the aboveciced Texts, that «fter the writing of this 
Epiſtle, I imorby was frequently with Paul at Rome, and was ſent by him to 
«he Philippians and other Churches, f | 
_ 


allo Objected, that Titus was fixed in Crete, for Tit. 1. 5. Paul ſays, 
Pr this cauſe left I thee in Crete. It's Anſwered, The Apoſtle ſaith not that 
he leſt him in Crete that he might reſide there as in a fixed Charge, preaching 
the Goſpel amongſt the Cretians, and Ruling the Church there : But on the 
Contrarie, he left him only to ſer in order Things that were yet wanting 
(che Church there nor being fully conſtitute ) and to ordain Elders in e- 
very City, 2. After the writing of this Epiſtle, he is ſent by Paul to Dal. 
mais, 2 Tim. 6. 10. and 2 Cor. 8. 23. Paul calls him his Partner and Fel. 
low-helper concerning the Coriatbians, whence with more probability it might 
be argued, that Titus was fixed either in Corinth or Dalmatis, though no good 
evidence can be given that ever he was fixed in any particular Church. 
The Defi#r page 28. hath found a notable Argument to prove Impariin a- 
monglt the Lyangelilts (for Imparity poſſeſſeth his thoughts ſo much, _ 
| e 
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he is fo fond of it, that it's twenty to one if he allow a Parity amongſt the 
Apoſtles themſelves, or if his own eyes continue to be fellows ) Timothy and 
Titus (ſays he) were Evangeliſts according to you, true, and veſted with 
power of Ordination and Juriſdiction as ne quibus non, at leaſt as is clear 
from the Epiſtles directed to them; Good Doctor take another view of 
them; ſurely one of your eyes at leaſt hath look't a ſquint when you read 
them laſt: I wiſh there may be no Imparity amongſt Bibles alſo, for I can 
afſure him there is no ſuch thing in mine: he goes on, And this is acknow- 
ledged by all Presbyterians ; Prethee good Doctor tell me one who wrote or 
ſpoke ſo? An ſatis ſanum eft ſinciput? Is his Wiſdom in a fever? Whence - 
had the Learned Doctor theſe magnifying Perſpectives fo unſuitable to a 
man of his character? But Philip (continues he) had not this Power 
though expreſly called an Evangeliſt in Scripture, for we find no mention 
made in Scripture of any Power that he had, except that of Preaching and 
Baptizing ; Therefore there is Imparity amongſt Evangeliſts. The Doctor 
undertook to prove this Concluſion; (which muſt be underſtood by a for- 
mal Argument, when he was ingaged in a formal Combate ; ) But behold, 
except a { but ) and an (ergo) there is nothing here like an Argument in & 
form; Wherefore I ſhall for once offer him my aſſiſtance to put it in 
form thus; If ſome Evangeliſts were ſine quibas non at leaſt, and others not, 
then there was Imparity amongſt Evangeliſts: But Timothy and Titus, (Evan- 
geliſts according to Presbyterians,) were fine _ non; Whereas Philip the E- 
vangeliſt, had no ſuch Power or Priviledge, E. there was Imparity amongſt 
Evangeliſts. Now I deny the Minor. We have heard already how the Doctor 
proves the firſt part of the Minor concerning Timothy and Titus; And Tam 
fully perſwaded that neither Timothy, Titus, nor Philip were ſine quibus non, 
ſince there is no Warrant in Scripture for any ſuch Officer: But it's pleaſant to 
hear how the Doctor proves that Philip was not a ſine que non. Why? ſays 
he, for any thing we ſee in Scripture, he had not the foreſaid power, bus that 
only of Preaching the Golp2l and. Baptizing : Well! poor Philip, tho an 
Evangeliſt, and conſequently a Church- Officer, above an ordinary Paſtor, 
Eph. 4. 11. Never prayed in publick, nor adminiftrated the Sacrament of the 
LORD*s Supper. nor had the power fo to do, or to concur in the Ordination 
of Paſtors, or Acts of Juriſdiction, for we read of no ſuch thing done by 
q him in Scripture; This is infallible and ſolid Reaſoning in the eyes of the 
r I Learned Doctor. Had Philip the power of working Miracles? Ads 8. 6, 
4 7. and 13. verſe not he; for ſays the Doctor, he had only the power of 
| | Preaching and Baptizing; Thus indeed the Learned Doctor hath given an 
_ occular Demonſtration that there is now an Imparity amongſt Paſtors ;. for 
he hath put it beyond Queſtion, that he hath few Equals in his way of Rea- 
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Thus I have delivered my Thought: concerning the Office of an Apoſtle 
and Evangeliſt : But that my Opinion may not be thought ſingular, Lrefer 
the Reader to Euſeb. Lib. 3. Cap. 33. where he ſpeaks of the Office of Evan. 
geb ids, and plainly inſinuats that they were extraordinary Officers who were 
not fixed, but went from one City or Countrey, to another, preaching the 
Goſpel. and working miraculouſly by the Holy Ghoſt. And that the Apo- 
ſtolick Office was alſo extraordinary, is not only aſſerted by Calvin If. Lib. 

Cap. z. Bere and Sadeel, but alſo by many eminent Epicopal Divines, 
. Fil. Difſert. 3. Numa 25. & 37. Nilus Biſhop of Th clonica de Primatu 
Pape Lib. 2. page 30, 31. Viet page 145. Synopſis Papiſm. Whittaker 
4. Pont. Rom. page 61. Satlizw de Pont iſ. Nom. page 165. Lightfoot. Dr. Bar- 
row, &c. 0 N 

There remains yet one great Difficulty to be removed, wiz» The Doctor 
unan{werable Arguments ( as he ſpeaks, pag. 30.) which he propones pag. 
20. 21, and repeats pag 24. and whereof he boaſts pag. 22. in a moſt trium- 
phant manaer, ſaying, he that looſes theſe Knots erit mibi magnus Apollo, &c. 

Firſt, Then he argueth pag. 20. thus; It's a ſhame to call the Officers of 
Chriſt's Church, that are of Divine Inſtitution, (by the way, I would in- 
treat the Learned Doctor to pitch upon ſome of thoſe Officers of Chrift's 
Church, which are not of Divine Inſtitution, ſurely they very ill deſerve the 
Name of his Officers who are not of his Inſtitution) extraordinary and tem- 
porary : The Argument being put in form ſtands thus, None of the Church- 
Officers of Chriſt's Inſtitution were temporary and extraordinary, E, Nei- 
ther Apoſtles nor Evangeliſts were ſuch. I Aniwer, r. If the Antecedent 
hold true, we ſhall not only have Apoſtles and Evangeliſts, but alfo Prophets 

in the Ep;/cop-l Churcbes as ordinary Officers, and is the learned Doctor alſo 
one of of? One thing is certain, his Prophetical prediction, pag. 23. 
wiz. that the Arguments uſed by him in behalf of his beloved Imparity, ſin- 
Hing in the Foreheads of the Learned Advocats. of the Presbyterian Caule, 
wilt level them with the Ground, Ce. 1s not yet accompliſhr, nor will it 
ever be fulfilled in all probability. 2+ Let the Learned Doctor try his Skill 
in proving theſe to be inconſiſtent, or incompatible, viz. to be a Church- 
Officer of Chriſt's Inſticuti-n, and yet to be only a temporary and extraordi- 
nary Officer. . Otherways his Argumen: is of no Force; His meer Aſſertion 
or Interrogation will never prove it. 1 | 
His 24. Argument in the ſame page is, This Anſwer ſerves the Quakers to 
pernicous purpoſes... E. It's to be rejefted. I Anſwer, 1. By retortion, 
the Scriptures are abuſed and wreſted by Hereticks. E. They are to be re- 
jected, 2+ I deny the conſequence. That Apoſtles and Evangeliſts were 
extraordinary and temporary Oſſicers, Presbyterians demonſtrate from Seri 
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and Reaſon, But Se&grians contrary to both, deny 4 ſtanding Miniſtry, 


reckoning all the Officers of Chriſt's Church to have been extraordinary. 
The Doctor muſt ſtill be playing at Par and Impar, wherefore page 21. 
he propones this third Argument, When Epiſcopal Divines argue for Impa- 
rity in a ſtanding Goſpel Miniſtry, amongſt Paſtors of the Church from the 
Epiſtles to Timety and Titus Prebyterians Anſwer, that a ſtanding Goſpel- 
Miniſtry by Imparity was extraordinary and temporary, &. Thus the: Doctor 
would gladly put Non ſenſe in the Mouth of Presbyterians, making them to 
call a temporary Miniſtry a ſtanding Miniſtry, Whereas Presbyterians plainly. 
maintain, that a Goſpel- Miniſtry is a Standing-Ordinance of Chriſt, but not 
Toa Miniſtry by Imparity C as the Dector ſpeaks ) and that Apoſtles, Pro- 
phets and Evangeliſts were extraordinary and temporary Officers. Now 
ſays the Doctor, when Quakers, Bc, are urged by Presbyterians, arguing : 
from theſe Epiſtles for a Standing-Minilſcry in a Parity, and by Impoſition of 
hands of Paſtors; They Anſwer, that ſuch a Goſpel-Miniſtry in a Parity, 
was extraordinary and temporary: And why is not this anſwer as good as 
that made by the Presbyterians. ER 3 | 
ITanſwer, I. When Presbyterians argue againſt Quakers,&g. for a ſtanding Mia 
niſtry, they make no mention of paricy or impraity ; and when asker. 
anſwer, they deny ſimply that there ought to be Teachers in the Churchſec 
a part for that Office, and diſtin@ from the People who are taught ; and ſo 
deny that a Goſpel Miniſtry is a perpetual Ordinance, contending that all 
ſuch who are mentioned in Scripture were temporary . 
But che Doctor muſt vent his Dreams, and Will facher thebrats of his own. 


brain on Presbyterians and Quakers ; and thus he entertains his Reader with 


a Romance, an imgainary debate in place of a real one. 2. The Doctors 
Argument being put in form is, if Presbyterians have reaſon to aſſert, that 
Apoſtles and-Evangeliſts were extraordinary and temporary Officers then: 
Quakers, & c may reaſonably call a Goſpel Miniſtry ( whether ina parity | 
or not, perinde eſt, this being wholly extrinſick to the debate betwixt Quakers 
and the Orthodox) temporary and extraordinary; But Predbjterians' 
own the firſt to be true, E. che ſecond is alſo true; I retort it thus: If the 
Doctor with good reaſon maintains that Prelars or Dioceſan Bfſhops ( as de- 


ſcri ed by him ) are of Divine Inſtitution, then Papiſts and others as reafonab.- 


ly maintain, that all Biſhops whether univerſal, Metropolitans or Dioce-- 
ſan, are of Divine Inſtitution: But the, firſt the Doctor will not 
deny, E. the ſecond is true alſo; or thus, if we may reaſonably aſſert, that 


the Commandment concerning the 7th. day of the Week was only to be ob- 


ſerved for a time, then we may as reaſonably ſay ſo of the whole Decalogus; 
But the firſt is certain, E. ſo is the ſecond, 3. I deny the connection which 


the Doctor proves thus, Why may not .Sectarians ſay the one, as well as Pres. - 
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Iyteriam the other? O admirable proof ! Mean while I give the Doctor 
this reaſon, becauſe Presbyterians adduce ſolid Arguments from Scripcure and 
Reaſon for theic opinion, ſome of which I have mentioned already; wheres 
as the Seetarian principle is contrary to both, even in the judgement of the 
Learned Doctor, if he be not one of their number. : 

The Doctor goes on, if the Epiſtle to Timothy and Titus prove a ſtanding 
Miniſt:y chough Sectaries deny it, why may there not be a ſtanding Mini- 
ſtry by imparity though Presbyterians deny it? Shall T put the old Philoſo- 
pher in mind of an ancient maxim of Philoſophy, A poſſe ad efse non valet con- 
fequentisa ? Behold the complaiſance and good nature of the Learned Doctor! 
who is well pieaſed with a may-be ; but what may be, may not be: Are 

theſe the DoRor's ſolid and un anſwerable Arguments? did ever man make 
knots upon Cob-webs, or ropes of Sand 7 Are theſe the Gordian knots of 
which the Doctor boaſts , page 22, 5 
The Doctor urgeth, if the Epiſtle to Timothy and Titus ou not a ſtand- 
ing Miniſtry, by imparity they afford no argument for a ſtanding Miniſtry, 
fiace imparity is as evident in them as the Miniſtry, or its duration: I an- 
wer, I ſhall not ſay that the Doctor is Quaker or Socinian, yet he ſeems moſt 
unwilling to ſwallow down the Pill of a ſtanding Miniſtry, unleſs it be gild- 
ed wich imparity. But 1. What if a ſtanding Miniſtry could not be proven 
by theſe Epiſtles ; are there not many other clear Texts of Scripture by 
which this may be evinced ? If fo, Sectarians are ſilenced and the Doctor 
too, except he can find as clear Texts of Scripture, for praving that the 
| Apoſtles and Evangeliſts were ordinary Church- officers; If che Learned 
Doctor deny, he hath made a good ſtep towards Ouaferiſm, by acknowledge 
ing that all other Arguments uſed by Orthodox Divines upon this head are 
ol no force; Thus page 24. The Doctor tells roundiy, that the Text, Mat. 
+28, 19. and 20. Is of no force againſt Quakers ; For though it proved a ftand- 
ing Miniſtry, which the Quakers own in their own way, yet it does not 
ove ( ſays he) a ſtanding Miniftry by parity, and the laying on of the 
hands of the Presbytrie: Behold how the Learned Doctor pleads for Qua- 
ters, and bath taught them how to elude the Arguments of the Orthodox : 
But dare he in earneſt deny, that in the above cited Text, Our bleſſed Sa- 
viour gives a Commiſſion to the Apoſtles to preach to and baptize all Nations, 
| and promiſes for their encouragement to be with them whiiſc they are im- 
S g ploy ed in that Office, even until the end of the World, which cannot be un- 
dierſtood only of the eleven Apoſtles perſonally (though he directed this 
2 diſcourie co them) ſince theſe were to die many ages before the end of the 
Worid, dut muſt alſo comprehend others who were to ſucceed to them in the 
Office of Preaching and Baptizing unto the end of the World; and that no 
man can take this Office upon him, except he be lawfully called and _ 
h * 0 
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God either immediatly or mediatly, is plain in this very Text, and clearly 


0 demonſtrated from other Scriptures and Reaſon by many Orthodox Writ- 
nd ers; Wherefore this Text clearly proves, that preaching Officers were to 
25 continue in the Church; and it's in vain to ſpeak of parity or imparity to 
ne Quakers who abſolutely reject a ftanding Miniſtry, denying that Miniſters _ 
b ougght to be appointed and ſet a part to that Office, by Church Officers 
8 more or few: But of this enough, fof if the Dottor be no Qua ker, it's 
. needleſs to multiply Arguments for proving this point; but if he ſhall de- 
my + claretothe World, that he hath liſted himſelf amongſt theſe, I ſhall endea- 
T vour to demonſtrat his error from many other clear Texts of Sctipture, be- 
1 ſides the Epiſtles to Timothy and Titus. 2. I deny the connection, for 2 Tim. 
in 2.2. Paul ſays( the things that thou haſt heard of me ameng(t many Witneſses,the ſame 
le commit thou to faithful men, who ball be able to teach others alſo) whence its eaſie 
of to infer, that a Goſpel Miniſtry is a ſtanding Ordinance of the. Church; but 


where ſhall the Doctor find fo clear an Argument for imparity in all theſe 
_ Epiſtles ; if he urge that the words (commit thou) import plainly that Timo - 
thy had ſole power of Ordination, or at leaſt was a ſine quo non, I defice him 
to read 2 Tim, 6. 1, 2, and 5. where Paul ſays, I charge thee preach ihe Word, 

reprove, rebuke, exhort, &c. But watch thou in all thiigs, E. Timothy had fole 
power of preaching, &c. at leaſt he was a /ne quo non: This Argument is 
of the ſame ſtamp with the Doctors; but may the Doctor ſay preaching, &c. 
belong to the Office of an ordinary Paſtor, I anſwer fo doth ruling, and 
Ordination of Miniſters, in particular, even by the Doctor's concęſſion, page 
26. They (the Predbyterians) muſt yield ( ſays he) to Epiſcopal Divines, a 
ſtanding Miniſtry, by the laying on of the hands of the Bishops and Presbyters. 
3. There is not the leaſt mention in any ol theſe Epiſtles of a ſole or priva- 
tive power of Ordination given to any man, or of a ſine quo nan; And 
therefore there is no ſhadow of the imparity, for which the Doctor pleads in 
all theſe Epiſtles; With what confidence then can he ſay, that imparity is 
as evident in theſe Epiſtles as a ſtanding Miniſtry ; if he can bring no bet- 
ter Argument from theſe Epiſtles or other Scriptures for the laſt, than he 
doth for the firſt, then truly he muſt quite it to the Quakers, as he talks of 
Presbyterians, page 26. 4. Timetby and Titus were Evangeliſts, and therefore 
extraordinary Officers, as hath been proven; So if there was imparity be- 
twixt them and other Paſtors, it's ceaſed, ſince now there are no Evange- 
liſts, How doth-the Learned Doctor prove that this imparity ſhould be con- 
tinued in the Church? Where are the Doctor's ſolid Arguments now ? 
This is the point which he ſhould plead, but behold he is as mute as a fiſh ! 
But though he had proven this point, he had only waſhed the Black-more, and 
loſt his labour; for neither Apoſtles nor Evangeliſts had a privative power, 
nor were they [ine quibus 888 to the Doctors model of imparity; 
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and therefore no Pattern for Prelacy ; thus the Doctor had. ſtill miſſed the 


mark which he aimed at: how juſtly are they embaraſſed with innumerable 


diſnculties, who forſake the plain way? Hence we may fee, what reaſon the 


learned Doctor had to tell his Adverſary, PE 26. That Presbyterians muſt ei. 


ther quite it to the Quakers, or yield to Epiſcopal Divines, a ſtanding Miniſtry. 
by imparity, and the laying on of the hands of the Bisbops andPresbyters: Howe 
ever I muſt cell this great Philoſopher (by the by- ) as he ſpeaks, page 21, 
Jine 9. that he hath tranſgreſſed one of the chief rules of Logick given to De. 
fendents Caute aliquid concedendum, for now the Learned Doctor hath plainly 
(by this laſt ſentence ) put the Church Government in the hands of Presbyters, 


and he will never be able to wreſt it out of their hands, or to procure a larg- 


er ſhareof itto a Prelat than to a Presbyter, until he prove from Scripture, that 
there ought to be in the Church a Star of the firſt magnitude, a ſine quo non, 
which perhaps may be the ſubje& of the 2d. part of his learned Works, 
wherein ſeveral myſterious things are to be unfolded ; ſuch as, that a Paſtor 


may have ſole power of Ordination, Oc. as a fine quo non, page 2d, That Pa- 


tors according to Scripture-ſtile are a part of the Biſhops Flock, page 
10. an infallible way of proving a Negative by a Poſitive Argument, 


together with an Explication of the diſtinction of direct and indirect Argu- 


ments, page 28. and a diſcourſe of the various kind of vapors moiſt and 
dry, whereof ſome aſcend es ſmoak, and ſome not as aſhes, page 33. with 


a delectable variety of other curious ſpeculations. 


ot my way, I (hall ſhortly premit theſe things. t. Chriſt hath ſer up Gover- 


nous, Rulers, or Officers in his Church, which is evident from Epb, 4. 11. 


aud 1 Cer.-12. 28. and many other Texts of holy Scripture. 3. If Gover- 


nouts are appointed, the form of Government is alſo determined, this being 
the immediat reſult of the former, which may be illuſtrated thus: If one 


ſupream Ruler be ſet cover any Nation or Re-publick, the Government 


thereof is faid to be Monarchial, if many Co-ordinate Rulers conſiſting of 
the beſt rank of the Nation, the Government is Ariſtocratical ; . But if theſe - 
Rulers are made up of all ranks of People, it's Democratical ; Juſt ſo in 
the Chagch, if Paſtors are ſet up in the Church without the leaſt mentionot 
any ordinary Chucch Officer ſuperior to them, or the leaſt hint that there 
ought to be Paſtors of ſeveral ſpecies, then the Government is Presbyterian, 
or in a wayof parity ( Itake no notice at preſent of the differencebetwixtPresby- 
reriam & Independents, the one owuing a ſubordination of Church · judicatories 


Sellions, Presbytries and Synods, , Sc hhich the other rejects) but 5 . 
es 


NN 


I Shall hucup all with a few Arguments, for evincing that 1. Our bleſ. 
fed Lord hath ſettled a form of Government in the Church, which cannoc 
be altered. 2. That Prelacy cannot pretend to Divine Inftitution, 3. That 
Presbyterian Government is that unalterable form. But for the better paving 
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Paſtor have the power of Ordination, &. alone, or as a /ine quo non (as 


Thus its plain that the Form of Government of a Nation or Church hath its 


= wh. = — . 
> d . 


Church- Government is, If it be unlawful to alter the Worſhip Inſtituted by f 


the one and the other are Chriſt's Inſtitutions and Laws, which he only can 


| lawful for any Mortal to alter the Officers of his Church by inſtituting new” 
Offices or Officers, or Abrogating thoſe already inſtituted by Chriſt. But 
the fr is unqueſtionably true. E. So is the 2d. The connexion is evident, 
for as its clear from Eph» 1. 22. and Gol. 1. 18. That he is King and Head of 


tue of his Kingly Power, he inftituted the Officers of his Church. E. No | 


tions had been ſuperfluous or inſufficient, or appointed only for a time. But 


for his Church; neither that they were appointed for a time; and adapted 
to the circumſtances of the Church in that time, except this could be clearly 


Beliſts, and the Church were intruſted with a Power to alter according to 
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the Doctor ſpeaks -) amongſt many Paſtors the Government is Prelatical 


Riſe and Reſult from the ſpecies of Governours ſet over the ſame. 3. I take 2 
it for granted, that there is no Warrant in Seripture for Altering that Form of 1 
Church-Goveryment which is Inſtituted by Chriſt; If any Man think other- 
ways, let him produce the Warrant. 3 . e 
My firſt Argument therefore againſt the indifferencie of the form of 
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Chriſt, then it's alſo unlawful to alter the Offices, or Officers inſtituted by 
Chriſt in his Church. But it's unlawful to alter Divine Worſhip, either by 
adding new Worſhip, or laying aſide any part of the Worſhip inftitured by 
Chriſt. E. Its unlawful to alter the Offices, or Officers of the Church by 
adding new ones, or by laying afide thoſe already inſtituted by Chriſt; and 
conſequently its unlawful to alter the Form of ChurcheGovernment. The 
Minor can be denied by no Proteftant. The Major is alſo evident, for both © - 


reſcind or abrogate, in whole, or in part, and to which none can add. 
Hence 2. If it be unlawful to uſurp Chriſt's regal Power, then its un- 


his Church, ſo from Eph, 4. 10, 17, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16. Its plain that by ver- 


Mortal can alter theſe Inſtitutions ; for to alter were to inſtitute 'a New 
Form of Government, either by adding to, or taking away from the Go-; 
vernment inſtituted by Chriſt; and conſequently would be a plain Uſarpa- 
tion of Chriſt's Regal Power. > 3 N 

3. If Church Officers or Offices could be altered, either by adding to 
them, or laying them aſide in whole or in part, then either Chriſt's Inſtitu- 


| \ 
WV, on. wt” £ 
F , * 


they cannot be ſaid to be ſuperfluous, becauſe this would reflect upon the 
Wiſdom of Chriſt, who by inftituting - theſe, made them neceſſary ( for 
we are unqueſtionably oblidged to obſerve his Inſtitutions ) nor intufficient ; : 
for this would plainly argue the ImperfeRion of Chriſt's Inſtitution, and fix © 
a blaſphemous imputation upon him, as if he had not provided ſufficiently 
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proven from Scripture, as hath been done in relation to Apoſtles and Evan- - 


aa © 
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the ciccumftances thereof, which 8.7 will ever be able to inſtru, E. The 
Church-Officers inſlituted by Chriſt, and conſequently the Form of Church- 
Goverment cannot be altered. 3 5 ET 
The Minor is already proven in all its parts: The Major is evident, for 
theſe Offices could not be altered, except either by adding to them, or lay- 
ing them aſide in whole or in part, and if they could have been alter- 
ed then ics plain that of neceſſity they had either been ſuperfluous, inſuffi- 
ient, or adapted to a particular time- only, for no other caſe can readily be 
That Prelacy is not of Divine Inſtitution is proven thus, 1. If 
there be no Imparity amongſt Paſtors by Divine Inſtitution, whereby 
ons Paſtor hath (ole power of Ornination, &. or is a ſine quo non amongſt 
other Paſtors ; Then Prelacy is not of Divine Inſtitution. But the fr is pro- 
ven already, ſince the Grounds alledged from Scripture for this Imparity 
wherein the eſſence of Prelacy conſiſts accerding to the Doctor) have been 
jently Refuted. E. The 24. is alſo true. | 
2. All the. preaching- Officers of Divine Inſtitution, are either Apoſtles, 
Prophets, Evangeliſts, or ordinary Paſtors and*Teachers: But Prelats who 
etend to be preaching Officers, are none of theſe. E. They are not of 
Divine Iofticuion: The Major muſt hold true until PrelatiFs be able to ſhow 
another Rank of preaching-Officers in the Chriſtian Church beſides theſe al- 
ready mentioned. The Minor is alſo clear, for it hath been ſufficiently pro- 
ven, that they are none of the firſt Three Ranks, theſe being extrordinary 
Officers, and ſurely they will nor ſtoop ſo low as to be ordinary Paſtors and 
Teachers; this is not conſiſtent with the priviledge of a fine quo non, which 
they pretend, though the Scripture doth. not fo much as hint at the leaſt 
diſtiaction amongſt ordinary Paſtors 3 | 
* 3, vince the Doctors Achillean Argument was ab abſurdo, I cannot be blam- 
ed to encounter him with the like Weapon; I Argue then 4b abſurdo and ad bo- 
minem thus; If Prelacy were of Divine Inſtieution, then the Learned Docfor and 
all his Epiſcopal Brethren (a very few excepted )-are tonvia of Swearing 
Tally; bur I hope the Doctor will yield this laſt to be falſe and ablurd. E. 
So is the f. The connexion I prove thus. If Prelacy were of Divine Inſti- 
tution, then the Diſpoſal of the external Government of the Church could 
not be a prerogative Royal, and inherenc Right to the Crown, properly be- 
longing to the Kings of Scotland, contrary to the 1. Ad, 2d. Seß. 1/t Par. 
and 1ft 4d, 2d Par. Char. 2d, whereby this is plainly Aſſerted. But if ſo 
The whole Epiſcopal Clergy who ſubſcribed the Te have ſworn falſly (fer 
by the Teft they Swore, that they Mall aſſiſt, maintain, and defend all Rights, Juriſ⸗ 
dition, prerogatives, &c. belng ing to his Majeſty ( amongſt which the Diſpo- 
ſal of che external Government of the Church is declared one, by the above- 
cited AH,, of Parliament) and ſo have ſworn this to be the Kirgs prerogative) 


9. 
* 
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E. If Prelacy be of Divine Inſtitvdoß⸗ they have Sworn falſly, or ſhortly 
thus, If Prelacy be of Divine Inſtitution, no King can have this Prerogativez 
But if no King have tis Prerogative, the Prelatiſis ( who ſtrove to maintain 
it) Swore falſly. E. A primo ad ultimum, if Prelacy were of Divine Inftitu- 
tron, they have Sworn falfly. The firſt Propoſition is evident, for no Mor- 
cal can diſpoſe of, or Alter Divine Inſtitutions, and therefore if the external 
Government of the Church be of Divine Inſtitution , No earthly King can 
have Right to Diſpoſe of it. The ſecond is proven gray: Two Things 
are offered by way of Anſwer. r. That thę exter 
Church doth not extend to, or comprehend the form of Church · Government: 
„To which I reply, 1. That by Ad 69. Par. 6. Fa. 6. Its Detlared,” that the 
Intrinſick Power, or the TFuriſdiftion of the Kirk conſiſts and fund, in Preac bing, 
Adminiſtration of the Sacraments, and correction of Manners:; But there is not a 
Word of Ordination or admiflion of Miniſters, which plainly points that this 
belongs to the extrinſicx}ÞPower,or extrinſick Government of the Church; and 
therefore ſince the Tef was taken according to the true genuine meaning of 
the Words (there being an expreſs Clauſe in it to this purpole ) the Prero- 
patives which the Swearers promiſed to Maintain and Defend, muſt be un- 
derſcood according to the Laws and Acts of Parliament; and conſequentiy 
ſince by cheſg the King hath the Ordering and Diſpoſal of the external G- 
vernment of the Church; and this extrinſick Government or Power, muſt 


al Goverment of the 


comprehend whatever power the Chureh hath, which is not Intrinſick, and * 


ſince the Intrinfick Power conſiſts only in Preaching, Adminiſtration of Sa- 
craments. and correction of Manners by the ſaid 69 Act, It's plain that the 
King may lodge the Power of Ordination in one or moe Miniſters as he flat. 
think fit, and conſequently he may Diſpoſe of the Form of Church. Govern> - 

ment at'fiis pleaſure, 2. This is moſt evident from 1/t AG, 2d Sef. Par, 12 
_ Char. 2d. Which runs thus, Foraſmuch as, the Ordering and Diſpoſal ob. . 

©© the external Government of the Church 'doth properly belong to his Maje- 


*© {iy as an Inherent Right of tHe Crown, by vertue of his Royal Prerogative _- + 8 


and Supremscie in Cauſes Eccleſiaſtical: And in Diſcharge of this Truſt, 
his Majeſtic, &. Therefore with conſent of the Eſtates, of Parliament, 
e doth redintegrate the Eſtate of Biſhops to their ancient privi edges, and re- 
©* ſtore them to the exerciſe of their Epiſcopal function, power ot Ordinati- 
aon, inflicting of cenſures, &. For here the King reſtores the ſtare of 
Biſhops to the exerciſe of their Epiſcopal function, power of ordination, & by 
vertue of his Royal prerogative & ſupremacy in cauſes Eccleſiaſtical, by which 
| he hath right co diſpoſe of the external Government of the Church; and in 
diſcharge of that Truſts Now if Prelacy did not belong to the external Go- 
vernment ef the Church, The King could not by his power and preroga- 
die, congerning the External Sers © of the Church © reſtor@ Preacy. * 
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2. By the i 48, 24 Per. Char. 2% les declared that, by: vertue, of the | 
King's Supremacy; in Cauſes Eccleſiaſtical, the Ordering and, Diſpoſal of the 
External. Government of the Church, doth.properly helong to his Majeſtie 


as an inherent Right to the Crown : And that his Majeſtie and his Succef. 
ſors. may ſettle, enact and emit ſuch Conftituiions; Acts and Ordets concer- 
ning the Adminiſtration of:the External Government of the Church (i. e. 
the power of Ordination and Juriſdiction, otherways. it's not intelligible ) 
. and the perſons imployed in the ſame, and concerning all Eccleſiaſtical Meet: 
ings, and Matters to be propoſed, and determined therein, as they in their 
_ Royalwiſdem ſhall think fic, which Acts, Orders, and Conſtitutions Jing 
recorded in the Books of Council, and duly publiſhed, are to be obeyed by all 
his Majeſties Subjects, any Law or Guſtom to the contrary. notwithRanding, | 
Behold Eraſtianiſm in a high degree! A King exalted to Papal Supremacy in 
a Protefiant Church, and this confirmed ro him by the Solemn Oath of the 


up Clergy (toſpeak in their own Dialect) wha, Swore and Subſcribed 
2 | 2 WYY ” ANG-OUDICT10 


2. Is ſaid by the Author of the-Remarks upon Mr. Wiliamſon'sSirman before. 
the Porliement, page 5th, That the Epiſcopal Clergy boggl'd at the Teft, 
Homo 1681, till the then King with his Privy Council gave an Explication of: 
it, chat ſecur'd the Churches Intrinſick Power in moſt expreſs terms. To 
which 1 Reply, how. appoſite and well choſen are the Words of the Re- 
marker, (They Beggla) The Whip or the Spur will effeQually: cure a Horſe: 
of this Diſcſe, though the Obj-& bogg!'d at, remain ſtill the ſame; They 
 bogel'd, but anone they, Jozg on: But what ſays the Explanation of (he 
Teſt ; Its declared * bereby, that 1he- King doth not. intend to introach upon, or invade 
the Intrinfick Power of the Church; or Power of the Keys ; | but what that is, is 
not Defined, ſo Matters are juſt in ſlatu quo ;; we; muſt underſtand Inti in- 
Tick Power and external Government, according.to the dine genuine meaty 
ing of the Words, and as they are taken in former A#: of Parliament, concer- 
ning the Juriſdiction of the Church, and the extent of the King's prerogative, - 
where we ſhall find the Meaning, of the Legiſlator who impoſeth the Oath, . 
and it's one good Rule given by Caſuiits, that Oaths are to be taken accan- 
ding to the meaning of the Impoſer.:, 2. By another Branch of that ſame Ex» 
— The King farther adds, Whereas it was falſty ſurmiſed, that he 
Deſigned to Alter the Government of the Church: He cherefdre thought 
fit to Declare, that its his Royal Reſolution, and he promiſeth, not to Alter 
the Government of the Church by Biſhops, Whence we may Obſerve, that 
the Form of Church-Government: doth not belong to the. Intriafick power, 
elſe it had not been ſeparated from it, and put. in a diſtinct Aßticle. 3. The 
King is far from ſay ing, that by his prerogative Royal, he cannot After the Form 
of Church Goverment, He only tells his Reſolution, and promiſeth not to 
da it, plainly inſinuating, that he could. if he thought fits. | 
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That Precyterias Government is of Divine Inſticution, I pre 1. EE 


conce sis: It all Paſtors have right jure diuino to athart of the 
ol the Chutch which is yielded by the learned Doctor, and iſ there is nO er- 
di nary Church - officer above Paſtors by Divine Ioftiturion, nora diftinctien 
by Divine Inſtitution amongtt Paſters, ſo as one hath either ſoſe power'of 


nine OP 


. Ordination, &. or at leaſt is a ſe qus non amongſt other Paſtors; then tie 

) Paffors of the Church ought to govern in a way of parity, and confequents 

5 ly, Presbyrerian Government is of Divine Inſtitution: But the firſt is ere? 

* an hath been ahundamtly cleared already, E. ſo is the. aH the cet 

4 is alſo certain; for if Paſtors are the only ordinary preaching Oſeers, WH¹U : 

1 have right to rule in the Church ( I wave the debate concerning ruling El- 1 

0 ders, as: extrinſick to my "preſent buſineſs ) and if there be no imparity a2 

a mongſt them, then it's plain, that they muſt rule in a way of parity, and 

e conſequently, the Government- of the Chureh ought to be Presbyterian ace = 

d cording to Divine Inſtitution, „ i N wa 
2, If Chriſt hath committed the Government of his Church to Elders, rx _ 

4 ordinary Paſtors, without any diſtinction of theſe Paſtors, ſo that they are 


but of one fort, and to Apoſtles, Prophets and Evangeliſts, who were tempo- 
rary Officers, and are now ceaſed, then the form of Church Government 
is Presbyterian by Divine Inſticution : But the firſt is true, E. ſo is the 2d. 
the connection is certain; for unleſs Prelatiſii prove that there are ſeveral. 
ſorts of ordinary Paſtors by Divine Inſtitution, ſome having. ſole power, or 
at leaſt ſine quibus non, and others who have no ſuch Priviledge, which hither- 
to they have attempted in vain, there can be no imparity amongſt Paſtors» 
by Divine Inſtitution; and conſequently, they muſt rule in a way of pari- | 
4; or the form of Church Government mult be Presbjtetian. The firſt part 
of the minor concerning ordinary Paſtors hath been proven by many Textes 
of Scripture, and is alſo evident from Eph. 4. 11. and that the Apoſtles, &. 
were extraordinary and temporary; Church Officers, hath been alſo demon- 
ſtrated by many Arguments. | - 1 | 
I ſhall conclued with a word or two firſt to the learned Doctor; Let him 
not ſay that I have maletreated him, for I have not rendred railing for rail- 
ing, and have abſtained as much as Icould from perſonal refle&ions ; but if 
T : had chaſtiſed the Doctor at ſuch a rate as he doth the Rematrker, page 19. | 
(where like an infallible Doctor in catbedra, he remits the. Remarker to his = 
ſtudies after he hath laſhed him feverely with his viculent Tongue) he might 5 
have read his fin in his puniſhment, and ſaid wich Adonibezeck as I have 
done to others, ſo is it done to me: If he complain that his reafonings have 
been in ſome meaſure expoſed, let him conſider, that if they be good and 
ſolid he may eaſily vindicat them in his Reply, and it not, they are only - | „ 
treated according to their merit ; eſpecially being publiſhed and vente 
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wich ſo muchinſolenee and oſtentation, accompanied with the higheſt de- 
of diſdainand centempe of his Adverſaries. It's ſtzried of one who had 

an pee in his Lungs (which according to the judgement of very skil- 

ful Phyſicians was thought incurable ) that being wearie.of his life, he ex- 

poled himſelf to all manner of hazards in battel, and at length received a 

wound in that preciſe part where the Impeſtbume was, and thus he was cured 


of his Diſeaſe : If the Learned Doctor think that I have prick*d his ſores, 


may thoſe ſlender wounds become medicinal, a proper remedy for diſcuſſing 


_ the Tympany of his ſwelling pride and oftentation : truely this is all the 
harm I wiſh to him, I hall only add another Word to the judicious and im- 


partial Reader, wa 
bby Not, dali f quid novifh; rein if, 
„  Candiew imperti, fi nem bis wiere mecum. I 
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POSTSCRIPT, 
| Containing 4 ſem Remarks upon the 
| Pamphlet intituled, (-Seli-condem- 
nation) written be the Author of 


Ince the writing of theſe Sheets I have foen the Doctors ( Self-cendems- 
»stion) wherein three things are very conſpicuous and remarkable; 
I ſhall only hint at them. 1. His ſingular Modeſty and humility. 2. 
His fublime and elegant Stile. 3. His ſolid Sylegifict ning. 
The firſt appears in theſe Expreſſions, page 23. Now that my An. 
{wer hath illuminated your eyes, and cauſed the ſcales: of grofs ignorance, . 
and more then Cimmerian darkneſs fall from them to the ground, and page 
35% I know and have ſeen the Writings of their (the Prezbyrerians he means? 
moſt famous Authors, I have written againſt them, and could anſwer all 
their Arguments, and know more in the controverſie( about Church-Gos: 
vernment ) than all of them; this I ſaid, and this I own, Imay be pardon- 
ed to alledge, I can when I apply my ſelf to it, ſearch to the bottom, of a? 
particular controverſie: And after a few Lines, he informs the Reader of 
many learned Tractats written by him though hitherto unprinted, wherein 
he anſwers the Arguments ef Mr. Durham, the Londes Miniſters, Mr. Fame 
ſons, Nanxianxeni querela, Mr. Forrefter, Mr. Veatch; and Mr. ue (not te 
name others he therein takes to task) to all which he added a ſhort Appen- 
dix, wherein ergumentand; gratis only, he maintained againſt Mr, Rule ( in 
his good old way.) that in a Church already conſtitute, the Biſhop hath 
fole power of Ordination and Juriſdiction, and anſwers his Arguments to 
the contrary( ſuch a Stripling was Mr. Rule in the eyes of this mighty Cham 
pion of Prelacy. ) all which he ſpeaks (if you'l believe him) without vanity — | 
or abounding in vain gloriation, 1228 3. and 34. 5 6 e424 ee 
Page 38, Provided the md ta + notice that fi erethey ( the e 
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frankly acknowledge, that by y Argument as it were with ſword in hand 1 
JJ %%% they'rver poet; (Pop, | 
he meat fince Our Saviour's days 2 word (ever) ſeems to import) and . 
that in ſpiglit of all“ Prelstiſt until this valianc. Hero advanc'd upon the 
head of the Prelatick Army, ) ſave a ſingle Deſerter, whoſe peculiar Senti. 
ments I have accordingly routed ; and conſequently deſerye not to be cen. 
ſared--as one wiſe in mf own. caneeſt : Ter te ( a Phraſe peculiar to learn. 
ed Doctors) abounding in vain gloriatien, while. IJ ſaid, Þknew more in 
the controverſie than all their famous. Authors. 3 
ber 47 and" 48,/the humble and mode t meg \ Befres ia dun die manger 
all the Presbyreriany Party canveeneq in Kirk-ſeſſions, Presbytäes, Sy nods 
and. General: Aſſamblies to take his Ar uments te task of which puge E. ( he 
ſays) I look upon them as unanſwerable by any of the Prerbyttrian Tribe, 
Livet rumpantur Ilia Codre, albeit this may be a little galliag (I doubt not) 
to the Brethren. How far is this ſervus bumillimus ſerverum Dei from boaſting 
and oftentation ? a true mirror of meekneſs and humility, 5 
a His lofty and elegant ſtile irradiats every page of his( Selfrcondammntion 
I ſhall only point at a few of the moſt remarkabſe expreſſions. | 


. Payer: 25. and:my Argument, which Ido not boaſt of, I look upon as unan® 
Grerable by him and his Co- adjutors, who will as ſoon Edace 4 {zap Bale: 
ſem aut of an arid Pumice, as make it appear to be a pitiful, Sophiſm.: If fa. | 
mous Met Pillen were now alive doubtleſs the Doctor would make him put? | 
his Thumb under the Doctor's girdle, (as he ſpeaks ) page 38. Self condemnation, 
aud yield that the Doctor's lofty ſtile doth far ſurpaſs his. 

| Page 27. And. if his reaſon be indeed evident, (this is not enough, nay, it 
muſt be more) good ( yet ſomething, is wanting, ) and relevants 

- Vie begin to be very jealous, my own Argument, I have hitherto looked 
om unanſwerable and ſtil} do, may be anſwered hy him ( for we muſt, 
now chat an evident. good relevant Reaſen may perhaps afford an anſwer . 
za the Doctor's Argument ; but this is only a may. be ) and muſt be hence- 
Torch buried in the grave of Oblivion: But verily. he will not fall upon this 
evident Reaſow ( is this the .DoRer's way of reaſoning.? . Doth.he ſtumble. 
upon Arguments 2) before the Term called Neverſmaſi or the Greek Calends - 
Ca feffival or holy- day im the Doctor's New Calendar ) how ſurpriſing is this 


eloquence ? parallel ta this, page 18. he peaks of Dioceſanity and Parochi- C 
abtyz The Learned Doctors head is:ſocram'd with Metaphyſicks, that ge t 
cannet-ſbun to coin ſome Words reſembling «cites perſeitas and Inaleitas. = 1 

Page. g F. Ax, I. nill ye, wilk ye, you Gall da ic, How elegant is this Expreſſion, "oY 
how ſweetly doth it found, and how. Nimbly dothi he Skip. from (Ay) to K 
(1 and from 0 Te) to :( You.) 270 * 4 42 | 5 C ö 0 

Page. 36, What follows Minds. me to Aind him, that fof plain Shame, he 1 


| who KS 3 


8 


4 0 * 
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who hatfrmanag'd; me, roy This I ſayß N | 8 
Page 41. The Chriſtian Church) Conſiſting of Jews: and Gentiles after 
CHRIST's Aſcenſion, i. e. which conſiſts of i and Gem Believers was 


temporary, becauſe Timothy and Ata were extraordinary Church; 


22 1 3 2 
ſay; Mia me to Mind him, GH m 


exiſtent before CHRISF's/ Paſſion, let de his Aſcenſio „ nyt 

Page nz. The, Ber hath theſe Words, The. Reader cannot but ſee, my 
Biting is worſe than my Barking do intert the Proverb, and that aecording 
to anqther, an d Tyte bites: ſare, And page 17 Falſhood has no Feet, and 
Liars ſhould have good Memortes. Behold how heiblends/his elegant Diſ- 


courſe with witty Sentences and charming Alluſions, ho the Proverbs flow: « 


3 3 
£# & 251543 


Syllogiſtick Reaſonings. 818 i RET» he 2 7X57 n 245 in I $3 PHO 
Page 5. The Learned Doctor formsi this Syllegiſ, ¶Imparity amongſt Pa- 


from the Lips of the Wiſe : But its now high time to take a ſhore view of is 


ſtors is of Divine inſtitution; Epiſcopecy is imparityi amonſt Baſtors, E. E22 


piſcopacy is of Divine inſtitution; He proves the Major by the imparity he- 
twixt Timotby and Titus,” and the Presbyters of Cybeſur and Cue, which is C ſays 
he ), acknowledged: by Presyterian, ; only they · add, that this 8 Was 

iets. 3 
I anſwer, 1. By retortingethe Doctor's Argument thus e A imparity a- 
mongſt Paſtors is of Divine inſtitution y Papalt Subtemgey, rah Prelacy; or 
that: imparity whereby ſome Paſtors are Eords ſpiritual, and lome not; ei- 
ther ef; theſe( I ſay ) is. imparity: amongſt Paſtors, E. of Divine inſtitution; 
perhaps the Doctor may alledge that I have not dealt fairly with: him; ſines 
1 make the Mejor of my: Argument an univerfab propoſition; ut I. deſire· 


the. Learned Man may be pleaſed to turn his eyes tochis Lais, here he? 


may find. this maxim or rule, proheſtis indeftnita aquiwalet um uerſali ſaltem in 
materia didtrinali; Now, the major of the Doctor's Hylagiſm was indefinite, 
and fo I have done him no.weong. ©; | ggg a 9 a 0 

2. If the Doctor's firſt propoſition he: particular, ſo that! the meaniig is 


( ſome imparity is of Divine inſtitution ) then muſt again deſire him to take | 


a view of his ractura (ylogiſmi,. where he may: find cis rule concerning S :; 
giſins in the firſt figure ( fr minor affirmans, nee major ſit ſpecialis) Whetefore 


ſince the Doctor's Syllg iſm is in the firſt figure, the major ſhould notohave- 
heen particular. e e I ode ted cadet MS 


r 
* 7 * %» 4 + 


But 3. Suppoſe the mejet-to: be a ſingular 


charity to the Doctor, that I believe hs intended to have it ſo, but though 
the Doctors Proverb (an old Tyke bites ſore) be frequently true, yet there 


hu? Kr, A 5 
*; * Deni 


propoſition ¶ I have ſo great 


is another of that ſame kidney, which alſo rarely faiis (Cenis feſtinans cætos 
poarit catulos) Which is equivalent in this caſe to an univerſal; then his Sy- 


giſm ſtands. thus: That imparity amongſt Paſtors, wherchy one Paſcor is at 
leaſt a ſine quo non amongſt them as to all acts of Ordinadon & Juriſdiction, 


is of Divine inſtitution. Epiſcepacy is that imparity, E. its of divine inſticution. 


» 
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Now I hope the Doctors Syilgiſes is 


he hath proven it by the imparity betwixc Timothy and Titus, and the Presby- 


berwixe Timethy and Tius, and the Prezbyters of Epheſus aii rere; for neither 


Ad 
, congerning which I have no manner of doubt, the Doctor 


15 
fr 


: Ne if any have wricten ſo, umbly differ from them, 


? 
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the * 
and not from humane 
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20 


Press ytari an: | Jin the modern 
have no warrant to be Church Officers from Divine inſtitution, be- 


LY 


none of thoſe in choſe primitive times : But this is cant and ham, 
Where the: Doctor is guilty of an egregious if not a wilfull 
32 that Prerbyteriens mean by a Dioceſan Prelat, a 

is divided into Paroches ; Whereas they underſtand 
Prelat, a Prelat- pat k in the Doctors Dialect) 


or (to 1 
is ſo large, that it a 


og 
8 
3 


fame 
for 


he 
whoſe Di 
Dioceſan 
der Dioeck 


d 


dy 


f 


ff 
FE 


no» in all Acts of Ordination and Juriſdiction, and who is Paſtor 


i 


5 is divided into Paroches or not: Behold then, how ſtoutly the 
Learned Docter hath fought with his own ſhadow, and hath beat the Air 

hy ſhould have been imployed in attacking the enemy, | 

the Apoſtles extraordinary and their Office temporary, be good againſt E- 


reply to Precbjteriens, arguing for a ſtanding Presbytrie, calling it extraordi« 
and temporary, is relevant againſt the presbyterians ; But this is abſurd, 


poſition, for Prerbyterian: demonſtrat by Scripture and Reaſon, that — 
| : // A. - 


formed wich all the -advantage of 


ters of Epheſus and Crete; but I flacly refuſe chat there «was any ſuch imparity 


of Orditiation r Juriſdiction without 7iworby or Titus i 

recourſe to other Topicks for 2 that Timothy or Titus was 
I muſt h 

mighty Argument a · 


there no Dieceſan Preliss in that ſenſe in the firſt primitive times; 
wy be ſaid of ParochialPresyters in the modern ſenſe, becauſe. 
t 


rds fyfficient'work for ſeveral 
paſtors to perform amongſt the People of that Diſtrict under him, wo 


Presiyter . paſtors and their Flocks, and that whether the diſtrict 


27. The Doctor argues thus ; If the Prechyteriens anſwer, calling 
piſcops! Divines, arguing for a ſtanding Prelacy ; Then the Duakers, &c. 


nary 
E. fo is the other. I anſwer, 1. There is no connection in the firſt pro- 


FG aA = K 


1 
* 


— * 


_ poſtles were extraordinary and temporary Officers of the Chatclh ; where- 
as Quakers, 8c. can adduce no valid Argument from either of theſe againſt 
a ſtanding Presbytrie.. . 2. Could not the Learned Doctor prove a ſtanding 


Miniſtry in the ſenſe of the Orthodox, againſt ufer and other Scctaries; 


C although it were ſuppoſed that the Apoſtles had been extraordinary and 
temporary Officers) if he could; then the anſwer of Qua bers calling a itand- 
ing Presbytrie or Miniſtry extraordinary and temporary, is fiivolous and 
8 ( ſince Presbyterians can ſilence them by theſe Arguments) and the 


octor's comparing or equalizing theſe two, vix. to ſay: that the Apoſtles 


were extraordinary Officers; and to ſay that the Miniſtry, or whole Paſtors 
of the Church were extraordinary and temporary, is manifeſtly ridiculous: 
But if not, the Doctor it ſeems) undervalues the Arguments of the Ortho- 


dox upon this head, which for the moſt part will hold; whether it be ſap- 


poſed that the Apoſtles were extraordinary and temporary Officers or not, 
which ſavours too much of yielding to the Sectaries; But I have diſcourſed 
this more fully elſewheree + JD | = 4 

Page 35, The Doctor undertakes to prove this aſſertion, that he knew 
more in the controverſie about Church-Government than all the famous Pres- 
byterian Writers knew, and that from the ackuowledgement of his Antage- 


niſt thus; You acknowledge the Apoſtolick Office did not conſiſt in the 


common received notion, nor in Mr. Yeatch's new one, which none of your 


7 moſt famous Writers knew to be truth; But I did, and againſt them proved 


© it by my Argument: Therefore you acknowledge, I knew more than them 


* all, and conſequently, was not wiſe in my own conceit, but in reality; 


ſhortiy his Argument is, You achhowledge I knew one particular in this 


controverſie, which none of your famous Authors knew (whether this be 
true or falſe I ami not to debate at preſent ) E, you acknowledge, I knew * 
more than they all knew, and conſequently that I am wife in reality. In» 
place of an anſwer, I ſhall only oſſer a parallel! Argument: Hewho knows 


what no man elſe knows is wiſer, and knows more than all .the World be- 


ſides ; But the Learned Doctor knows many things, viz+ his own thoughts, 
which ne man elſe knows (except the Doctor diſcover them) E, he is wiſer, 


and knows more than all the World beſides; Perhaps the. Doctor may be 
ſo kind to himſelt, as to acknowledge the truth of both theſe concluſions, and 
for my part. Iam not inclined to diſpute theſe points, only I'm afraid ſuch 

ſuperſtructures are built upon a ſandy foundation 25 
* Page 40. affd 41. The Doctor reaſons thus; Both the parts of the Chri- 
ſtian Church conſiſting ot Fews and Gentiles, after Chriſt's Aſcenſion were 
not in the ſtare of poſſibility, E. the Apoſtles had not power to educe both 


out of theſtate of pollibility, into the ſtate of exiſtence afcer the Aſcenſion 


Lol Chriſt ; I anlwer, it the Doctor 1785 by the antecedent, that there 


wers 


* 


1 


e „ 
were ſeveral converted Jen and Geneiles before Chriſts Aſcenſion, who were 
not after his Aſcenſion in a ſtate of poſſibility with reſpect to converſion, but 
were actually Chriſtian Converts; I ſhall not debate with him, but it he 
intend that after Chriſts Aſcenſion, and before the deſcent of the Holy Choſt 
there was a conſtituted Chriſtian Church; and ſo the converted Fews and 
Gentiles of whom it did conſiſt, were rot in a ſtate of poſſibility of beinga 
conſtituted Chriſtian Church, I deny it; and Acts 1. will never prove it; 
and as this is a bad Argument, here are ſtones, timber and ſfime, E. here 
is a built Houſe, ſo is the Doctors; for though there were ſeveral Converts, 
Fews and Gentiles before the death of Our bleſſed LORD, yet after his Af, 
cenſion, yea, for a conſiderable time after the deſcent of the Holy Ghoft, 
the Chriſtian Church was only in fri, and was not an orderly ſetled Church; 

a plain evidence whereof, we have in the 6. of the 4d, where. Deacons 

are firſt brought into the Chriſtian Church; yea, the firſt Elders, or Pres- 
bycer-paſlors ( as the Doctor ſpeaks ) in the Chriſtian Church ( ſo far as 1 

can perceive ) are mentioned in the 11. of the Adi 3o. and I hope theDoc- 

tor will not aſſert a Church to be fully conſtituted, which wants ſuch Pa- 
tors or Deacons : Hence the perpętual Pick- tooth, with which the Door 
uſe to him. | | S4: 


i have. been conſidered in their 
r place. Far "TT Mt IT 
I fine, he threatens to gall the Presbyterian Miniſters (whom ironically he 


names ( the Brethren ) as if it were a reproach to faithful Paſtors to follow 
the example of Out bleſſed LORD, who ſaid, Mat; 23. 8.. For one 5; Jour M 
ter even Chriſt; and all ye are brethren : Indeed this compellation dyth not ſuit 
* well wichthe Grandeur of a Lore prelat, who would think himſelf much un- 
«*dergalued and ſligheed, if one of the inferior Clergy ſhould ſalute him Bio. 
ther, a ſhrewd evidence, that this order of Frelats is not of Divine inſtituti- 
on, ) by publiſhing his Learned Manuſcripts which he hath written againſt 
them: But it he go on ferming his Arguments after the old rate, he will 
only vex,himfelf in vain, whilſt ' Presbyterians {mile at his trifling. reaſonings, i 
and vain janglings ; and cannot but look upon it as a pregnant evidence of 
a deſperat cauſe, that the Learned Doctor, whe pretends to. have been 
- 30 years ſince, pretty well acquainted with this controverſie, and who hath 
: applyed himſelf to ſearch to the bottom of it, and hath waitten ſo many 
Tractats about it theſe 13 years by paſt (as he informs page 3 3:"Self-condemny«. 
rien) that ( I tay ) ſuch a perſon who.hath put his invention upon the rack, 
eo find aut Arguments, yer hath not been able to advance one ſolid Argu- 
ment in behalf of his Darling imparit xy. | 2 
I call conclude with a friendly advice to the Learned Doctor, 


let him pon- 
det 
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2. 23. Leaving us an example, that we ſhould follow bis feps,, ver. 21. Let him - «#0 


conſidering the words of Solomon, Prov. 274 2. Let another man praiſe thee, and © 
not thine on mouth; a ffrang er and not thine own lips; But let him with calmneſs,, 


the Writings of a perſon ofhis character. | A EZ 


{\Carcely was one of the preceedin 


. 


1 * 
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- +” — A 
I oe pen 
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der ſeriouſſy that Text, Phil. 2. 1 W be done through Hriſeand uain gl 1 
ry, but in lawlineſs of mind, let each eſteem other better than themſelves, not com- "4 
paring them to Dugces Blocks or Bruits, not charging them with prodigious p 

diſingenuity and groſs ignorance( Self: condemnation, gage 20. nor.endeavour- 3 
ing to juſtifie ſuch tranſgreſſions by the example of Our bleſſed LORD, 3444. -# 
ahſit blaſphemia dict; Whereas whon be was reviled, be rewiled not again, 1 Pet. 1 


as what he or his Antagenift leid in the Shop, which, no martal can ro - 
therways; than by the "Teſtimonies pf Witneſſes, or Oath of Party. Let him 1 


ſpend bis Ffrength: and time no more in Vain debates eonternixg matters of fact ſuch | K 
flenceforth beware of adorning his Writings with high Elogies of his oon 1 


performances: Let him boaſt no more of his unanſwerablo Arguments, pers 2 1} i 
petual Pick-tooths and folid realonjngs, which ſinking in the :Fore-heads'of 7 
the Learned Advocats of the Presbyterian Cadſe will level them with the 1 


ground, cc, Page 32. and 33. Imparity, G e, and pore. 42. Selcondemmaties, 


meekneſs and graviey, as becomes a Miniſter of the Goſpel, far the ſervant of the Lard 
wut not (irive, but be gentle unto all men in meekneſs, infliruting: thoſe that oppoſe 
themſelves, 2 "Tim. 2. 24, 25- Propoſe ſolid formal Arguments againſt the 
Presbyterians; or retort or give formal anſwers to their Arguments; and then 
as the Doctor ſhall leſs offend God and all good men, ſo he may he aſſured, 

that his Prints will be read and treated with that reſpect, which-is due to 


Containing 4 few Refledions upen a late Pampblet, intituled, An Eflay for Peace, 
I union in judgement about. Cburch· Government in Scotland, &c. 


* 
#* 


| pms” printed when the Ebay for 

bdeace was publiſhed, wherein a poſition is advanced, which if ſupported 
— hy ſolidꝭ reaſons would undoubtedly overthrow a chief concluſion 

which I endeavoured to demonſtrat in the preceeding Diſcourſe, vix. Tha 
ben Mg the. 


: LE I (een 
l the form of Church-Goyernment inſtituted by Chriſt is unalterable 2 Tam 
« not to enter upon a critical examination of the Eſiay, leaving that task to 
ſome learned Perſon compleatly qualified for ſuch a Work; And I thought 
tit more expedient to conſider the Learned Authors poſition in an Appendix, 
® than to infert my Reflections upon it in the preceeding Diſcourſe, wherein 
* ſuch a digreffion had been moſt unſuicable to my deſign, which was only to 
4 hint at a few Arguments for eſtabliſhing that concluſion, 4D 
| The poſition advanced by the learned Author of the E/5ay, is, that Presby- 
> terien-Gevernment or Parity, is of Divine Inſtirution, but ( fays he) this is 
£8 a Rule which admits of an Exception, viz, that Imparity, Prelacy, or a ſupe- 
* Tiority of power in one Presbyter above others, may take place in the Church 
in ſpecialcircumſtances, particularly in caſe of neceflity ; It's the Exception 
4 nnd not the Rule that I am to impugn. ”Y F 
1 But in the firſt place, I (hall cite the Author's own Words: Thus page 
8 . (be ſays) Parity is the Rule, but Imparity the Exception in ſpecial 


| * circumſtances, particularly in necesſity found te be ſo by the Church, page 16. 
= at the foot of the margin; there is a greater tye to cleave ſcrupulouſly to 
© God's injunctions, than for Mens ſervants to their Maſters, except God and 
dot Mengive that liberty by an extraordinary providence of Necesſiiy, page 
© 18. It was no more then neceſſity that introduced Imparity ſo early jn the 
Church, and juſtifiably continued it in others, page 19. Necesfity in many 
© times and places might legittimat reſtraint of Diſcipline, or addition to the 
© Government, page 17. When a thing is conſtituted only by the Secondary 
© Law of Nature, or poſitive divine precept, providence by caſting into cir- 
* cumftances of necesſity eo facto diſpenſestherewith. when acting is indiſpen- 
* fible;for in ſuch a caſe holds the Exception, that Necesfity has no Law, 
That Imay proceed diſtinctly in the conſideration of this poſition or excep- 
tion, I ball confine. my ſelf to this method. Firft, I ſhall offer ſome diſtinctions 
Nee#zsfty. 2. Endeavour to evince that no kind of necesſity, and far.leſs, 
the pretended necesſity, which amounts to no more than ae 
force to legittimat ſuch irregular Actions, as are contrary to negative PreCepts 
of the Divine voluntary Law; or thus, That no caſe of necesfiy is a ſuffi - 
cient evidencesp/o /a#o, that God hath excepted it from his voluntary Law, 
eſpecially from any negative precept thereof; ſuch as thoſe, forbidding the 
inſtitucion of new Worſbip, or ne.  Church-cffices, or Officers. I ſpeak 
not of ſuch -caſes of necesficy, whieb the divine Legiſlator hath excepted 
from theſe Laws expreſly, or where it can be inſtanced, that God hach ap- 
proven of ſuch facts, tho ſeemingly. contrary towhis holy Law, whence it 
may welbbe inferred, that theſe are excepted caſes. 3. That che negesſityof | 
Prelacy as explained by the learned Author, amounts to no more than expe- 
diency, and that this necesſity is to be judged by tlie Church according to 
| ks him 


* 8 , 


him, 2. | 
f flow from the Authors Poſition, and ſhall endeavour as I go through thefe 
heads, to meet with the Reaſons and Arguments offered by him upon this 
As to the firſt head, I ſhall only touch at ſuch diſtinctions ef necesſity as 


concern the preſent Debate waving all others: Firſt then, there is a neceſ- 
ſity contrary to natural liberty, which may be termed a neseſſity of conſtraint, 


as when one man throws another from the top of an houſe, who by his fall 
kills a third in ſuch a caſe of inevitable neceſſity, the perſon thrown being 
rather paflive, than active, is undoubtedly blameleſs, 2. There is a neceſlity 
conſiſtent with liberty, which may be termed a neceſlity of mean, where the 


end cannot be obtained without it, as when thereis only one mean left of pre - 


ſerving a mans life; hence a man in many caſes muſt.& may lawfully uſe that 
mean, but this deth not hold univerfally. 3. There is a neceſſity in a laxe 
aſe, which may be termed a political neceflity, when other means may be 
found for accompliſhing a particular end, though one meanappears to be, or 
is more effectual, and can advance the deſign far beyond what can be actain- 
ed by other means; Now the neceſſity or uſcfulneſf: of this mean, imports 


no more than Expediency.. 4. There is a necesfity of omitting ſome fac or 


circumſtance required by divine precept, and there is a necesity of committing 
or doin 
theſe affords frequent exceptions from Affirmative divine precapts, which as 
Divines ſay, ligent ſemper though not ad ſemper: Hence in many caſes of 
necesſuy, whether in a more; laxe, or more reſtricted ſenſe, obedience to theſe 
Precepts may be delay ed to a more convenient ſeaſon; But the laſt can ne- 
ver render ſuch Commiſſions lawful, except where GOD himſelf hath ex 

reſly or implicitely, as by approving ſuch Practices excepted them from the 


ule, 


ſon conſtrained is only aiv, and cannot be faid properly to act, can plead 
a diſpenſation from the Law of nature, or the benefite of an exception for 
acting in that caſe of neces/ity,(concerning taking in extreme necey/ity ſo much 
from another without his conſent, as may preſerve the life, I ſhall diſcourſe 
afterward ) thus no neces/ity can excuſe lieing, covetouſneſs, adultery, taking 
the Name of GOD in vain, worſhipping of falſe gods, . Therefore, page 
17, He advanceth this propoſition ( when a thing is conſtitute only by the 
fecondary Law of Nature, or poſitive divine precept, Providence by caſting 
into circumſtances of zecesfity eo fad diſpenſeth therewith when acting is in- 
diſpenſible, and the maxims mentioned by him, Nees ſitas quicquid coegit de- 
Fendit, and Neceſſity hath ne Law _— not be extended bey ond theſe * 

8 N Ez 2 But 
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ge 5. And laſtly, I ſhall touch at ſome abſurdities which naturally 


ſomething contrary to a negative divine precept; The firſt. of 


As to the ſecond head, the Learned Author will not affert, that ary ne- 
_#6:ſity whatſomeyer, I ſpeak not of that of conſtraint, in which caſe the per- 


\ « 
— 2 % 
* = 
* x 6A. 4 
& Ry She LS 3 
7 ” * 
* * — 22 _ 


— 


/ 
. 
es tr. 
ob — — — . ———— gt 5 
1 44 &/, 
. LI : 
: : 
wort | * —_ 
— - 
— 


os. ad an 
2 


| 8 . - 
But my Antitbeſis or the ſecond head, is, no Necesfity (I ſpeak not of the 
necesſity of conſtraint, in which caſe, the perſon under irreſiſtible force can- 
not be. ſaid to act) is a ſufficient evidence ipſo facto of Gods diſpenſing with 
acting, eſpecially againſt a negative precept, either of the ſecondary Law 
of Nature, or of the divine voluntary or poſicive: Law; which ſeems alſo to 
be the opinion of the Learned Gretias, Lib. 1. C. 4. F. 7. Leges Dei quedam 
nanguem generaliter prælatæ, tacitam tamen babent exceptionem ſummæ necesſitatis, 
ut lex [abbati * Non quod Deo non ſit jus, ad certam mortem ſubeundam nes obflringe. 
re, ſed quod leges quædam ejus fint arguments, ut non credibile ſit datas, ex tam rigi. 
ds voluntate, and Lib. 2. C. 4. F. 6, having cited theſe words of Seneca, Pater 
( neceiſi as magnum bumanæ imbccillitatis patrocinium, omuem legem frangit ) he 
reſtricts them thus, Luranemn, [c. aut od bumane modum fatiam 3. But laying 

ide Authorities, I evince it from Scripture and Reaſon thus. 
. Gertainly God by his voluntary Law, could forbid ſome Acts to be 
dons in any caſe of necesity ( I ſpeak not of abſolute conſtraint ) and if he can 
25 it, he hath done it, ſince he hath given many ſuch Precepts, threatning 


eternal damnation to ſuch as tranſgreſs, without the leaſt mention of this 
exception ( except in caſe of zeees/ity ) . It's true, GOD of his infinite mer. 
cy hath excepted ſome caſes - of necesſity, fiom ſome precepts of his volunta- 
ry Law, but thence it may be ſtrongiy argued, that exceptio firmat regulam in 
mon exceptis; why did he except the caſe. of xeces/ity in ſome precepts and not 
in others? but that we may know, that he doth with his own as he pleaſeth, 
he excepts where he thinks fit, and ma kes other Laws without all exception,” 
2. If a Man ſhould be commanded by ſome wicked Miſcreants, to marry 
his own Siſter,” and ly with her under the pain of preſent death, the learn- 
ed Author I ſuppoſe will yield, that in ſuch a caſe, there is a neces/7;y of ſuf · 
Fxfing, and complyance with ſuch a Command would be a hainous ſin ; yet 
this is a Caſs of necesfity, and the negative Precept forbidding a Brother to 
mary his ownSiſter, is only a precept of the ſecondary Law of Nature, ac- 
cording to the Author, page 17. E. Neces/ity is not always an evidence oſ 
Gods diſpenſing with acting againſt a .pcecept, even of the ſecondary Law 
of Nature. | 
3. That the caſe of neces/fty is not excepted from all precepts of the divine 
voluntary Law, eſpecially ſuch as are negative is evinced thus; The Sove - 
Taign and holy LORD of Heaven and Earth, did freely according to the 
counſel of his Will enact this Law, ſo that he could have commanded man- 
kind to obſervs precepts directly contrary ta what he injoyned, and he could 
have excepted many more caſes from this Law, or fewer, or none at all, ac. 
cording to his free -will and pleaſure: And therefore, divine Revelation i; 
the only mean whereby. we can diſcover the precepts of this Law, or what 
cales are excepted from them; ſince both thele depend intirely and equall, , 
N 5 | upon. 


„ e | TY 
upon the Soveraign f-ee-wiil of God, and conſequently, whoever. pretends 
or aſſerts, that there is an exception from fuch divine precepts, ought to prove 
it by the teſtimony of the ſacred Scriptures, in the ſame manner as he who 


pretends to a divine voluntary precept, muſt inſtruct it by Scripture, for there 
only do:hGod reveal his Will, and the Maxime «ffirmnti incumbit prebatio holds 
herein a ſpecial manner; and therefore, the learned Author ought to have 
adduced” ſome Scriptural Arguments, for clearing that the caſe of neces/ty is 


an exception from all ſuch precepts: Surely nothing . leſs can limit, 


or reſtrict the expreſs words of the divine Legiſlator, whom we are bound to 
obey without reſerve or exception. Indeed the Author page 16. aſſerts, that 


God by an extraordinary providence of zeees/ity gives liberty to act, but 
thus he plainly begs the queſtion, which is c whether when by divine pro- 


vidence, a man is placed in acaſe of necesſig, he may lawfully do that, which 
(in any other circumſtances) would be an evident violation of the 


divine voluntary Law ) beſides to make providence the rule of interpret- 


ing divine precepts, is of dangerous conſequence , for if this hold univeiſal- 


ly, we ſhall not want exceptions from the Law of nature alſo : But if it ſnould 


be reſtricted to the divine voluntary Law; it's very natural to ask who ape 
pointed chis rule, if GOD hath preferibed this rule, the Queſtion recurs, 
where is this divine Warrand to be found? for there is not the leaſt ſha- 
dow of this in Scripture ; But I wave the proſecution of this point, leſt 1 
ſhould digreſs too far. Whether the inſtances adduced by the Author, can 


ſerve his defign, will appear hergafter. 


4. The Popiſh aſſertion of the lawfulneſs and validity of Baptiſm admini- 


ſtred by Mid- wives, ec. in caſe of neceſſity, as when a Paſtor is not at 


hand, and the Child is at the point of death, ſeems to be a native conſe- 
quence of the Author's aſſertion , for it's neceſſary, nccesſiate precepti, that 


Parents procure Baptiſm to their Children; and therefore, when the ordi- 


nary means fail, and Baptiſm cannot be had by Paſtors, in that caſe i ne- 
ceſſity any perſon may adminiſter Baptiſm, even as when Davidcou'd not 
preſerve his life by ordinary Food, he lawlully uſed an extraordinary mean, 
and did that which was only lawful for the Prieſts to do; for neceſlity has 
no Law, and is an exception from all precepts of the divine voluntary 


Law. ? 


F. Daniel 6, 10. We find Danfel praying with his Windows open towards 
Jeruſalem, as he did aforetime, notwithſtanding of that terrible Decree 
of which he was well informed, That whoſever ſheu'd ark a Petition ef God or 


man for thirty days, ſave" ef the King, sbould be iaſt into tbe Den of Hens; yet 


this manner of praying was enly authorized by a divine voluntary Law, 
1 Kings 8. 29, 30, 38, 48. and Ch. 9. 3. le ſeems therefore, that Daniel was 
a Stranger to this Doctrine of Necesſitz,' at leaſt he thought not fit tohaZard-: 
e upon 
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upon it, but chuſed rather to be caſt into the Den of Lyons, and paralle) IU _ 
to this practice is Our Saviour's precept, Mat. 10. 28. Fear not them which 
kill the body, 3. e. Let not the fear of men fright you from your duty or obe- | © 
6. Ezra 10. 5. Etro made all Iſrael to fwear to put away their ſtrante Wines, 
. which was only required by a precept of the divine voluntary Law; yet 1 
= cannot be perſwaded, that tho a formidable Army ſhould, have threatned to 
| . deftroy the 1/reelites, unleſs they received home theſe ſtrange Wives, that 
* - they could have lawfully complyed with their deſire; Nor doth the Oath 
x 8 alter the caſe, for an Oath. cannot bind contrary - te duty, and if it had 
1 . been lawful in ſuch a caſe ( ſuppoſing that ne Oath had been taken ) it had 
been duty alſo to preſerve their lives by chat lawful mean, which therefore 
they could not lawfully renounce by their Oath, : 
7. If a Monarch command his Proteſtant Subjects to obſerve the Ceremon;al 
Cc Law, thefopperics of Rome, or Ceremonies of the Church of Exglend (con- 
__ - 2 to Gal. 5. 12, Stand faſt therefore in that liberty, wherewith Cbriſt bath 
; ws free, and be not entangled again with the yoke of bondage; I Paul tel you, 
that if you be circumciſed, Chriſt hall profite you nothing ) threatning the diſobe- 
dient wich death: Is it lawful in that caſe, to turn ſo far Je or Romazift, 
7 orto embrace the Ceremonies of the Church of Exgland? I think not. Vet 
the Ceremonial Law is not againſt the Law of Nature (elſe God had never 


* 


commanded it) and is only abrogated and diſcharged by precepts ef the 
divine voluntary Law, the like may be ſaid of many of the other Cere. 
: 8. 2 Sam. 6. 6. Uzzahb wanted not the pretence of necesſity when he took © 
hold of the Ark (which none could touch by the Law except Prieſts) for 
the Oxen did ſhake it ſo, that he was afraid it might fall or break in pieces; 
«Tet gbe anger of the Lord was kindled againſt him, and be ſmote him for bis error, ver, 9. 
though he acted only contrary to a voluntary divine precepft. | 
9.1 Sam. 9. 11, 12. verſes, Saul in great ſtraits (yea evidently as great if not 
reater than can be pretended forPrelacy in anycaſe)offered a burnt- offering, 
he excuſeth himſelf to Samuel thus; I [aw the people were ſcattered from me, and 
thou cameFt not within the day appointed, and the Phbiliftines gathered themſelves to- 
gether to Michmaſh; Therefore Iſaid, the Phijliflines will uew come down apon me, 
and Ibave not made ſupplicatien ts the Lord, 1 forced my Jelf therefare, an d offered 
4 burnt-offering ; yet Samuel ver. 1 3. ſaid to Saul, thou bafÞ done foelishly, thou © 
haſt met keys the Commandment of the Lord thy God, which pit was a part of 
Godi voluntary Law. 3 | . 3 
10. Gal. 5. 11. And if I preach circumciſion, why do I ſuffer perſecution? then 
5s the offence of the Croſs ceaſed, and Gal. 6. 12. They conftrain jou to be circum- 
ciſed on'y, left they ſhould ſuffer perſecution for the Croſs of Chrift, with Cal. 3. 1, 23. 
ID ; whence 
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whence it's evident, that the Apoſtle Faul had not learned this Doctrine of 


Necesſity , for he plainly intimats, that it was duty rather to ſuffer, than 
to ſubmit to Circumciſion, or to preach the lawfulneſs or necesſity ofit in any 


| caſe ; yet to preach Circumcifion, or to ſubmit to Circumciſion was noc a- 
gainſt the Law of Nature, but only Gods voluntarie Law. _ : 


11. Ifa Paſtor ſaould be threatned with death, if he ihould afterwards 
preach Chriſt erucified, he could not lawfully deſiſt from preaching on that 
Subject, and yet this duty is not commanded by the Law of Nature, thus 


the Apoſtles, Acts 14. 17, and 18, and 19. being threatned after this man- 


ner, anſwer whether it be right in the ſight of God, to hearken-unto you 
more than unto God judge ye: Iknowir's anſwered by the learned Author, 


page 17. that the effect of neceſſity as to-Dodrine and Worlkip, is diſtinct 
from its import as to Diſcipline and Government, though preſcribed de- 
terminatly by God, as well as Doctrine and Worſhip ; becauſe Diſcipline 


and Government are as a hedge to Doctrine and Workhip, to which they 
have immediat relation, and which God hath ordered fimply, whereas 


. theſe are provided per modum medii; Thus the mean may be ſubject to ſome 
reſtraint in Circumſtances, when otherways it cannot attain that end: Con- 
Ccerning which I muſt ſay, the Anſwer is too general, if the learned Au- 


thor means, that the general rules of Government and Diſcipline preſcribed 


in the Scriptures, are to be applyed according to Circumſtances with all 


Prudence and Circumſpection, this is a certain truth; But if he intend, 
that the ſpecial Officers and Offices inſtituted by Chriſt in his Church, are 


ſubject to alteration according to Circumſtances, I muſt humbly differ from 
him: The preſent Queſtion is, if a great part of the Office of a Presbyter 


may be taken from him, and a new Church officer a Prelat introduced in 
the Church without Chriſt's fpecial Warrand; Naw, to apply this Di- 


ſtinction, Docttine and Worſhip are ordered ſimply by God, whereas Church 
Offices, or Church Officers are provided by him only per modum medii, have 
ing an immediat relation to Doctrine and Worſhip ; thus under the * 

economy, the High prieſt, Prieſts and Levites were according to the Au- 
thor provided per modum medii, having an immediat relation to Doctrine 


ewish 


and Worſhip, and the mean may be ſubject to ſome reſtraint in Circumſtan- 


ces when otherways it cannot attain the end: Thus alſo the Ceremonial 
Law, or external Wotſhipunder the Old Teſtament, being a mean, a School- 
maſter to bring thoſe who were under it to Chriſt, Gal. 3. 24+ it might be 


lubject to fome reſtraint in Circumſtances, when otherways it could 


not attain its end; Could then any mortal upon any.pretence of neceſſity, 
either add to, or abrogat any part of the Ceremonial Law ? Was it law- 


ul in cafe of peceſſity, to introduce new Offices or Officers in the Fewish 
mple? No ſurely, the Fews had an abſoute peremptory divine Percept, 
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*D-ut. 5. 32, 7075. 1. 7. Ye (hall obſerve to do what the Lord hath com- 
minded, you (hall not turn aſide to the right hand, or to the left, and 
Dent. 12. 32. Whatſoever I command you, obſerve to do it, thou ſhale not 
add thereto, nor diminiſh from it, which bind us to this day 
( being founded on moral perpetual reaſons ) with reſpect to all Di. 
vine Inſticutions ; And parallel to theſe, under the New Teſtament are, 
Matt. 28. 20. Teaching them to obſer ve whatſoever I have commanded 
„you, Colsf. 2. 20, 21, 22. Why are you ſubject to Ordinances after the 
* Commandments and Dectrines of men, which things have indeed a ſhew 


of Wiſdom in Will worſhip and humility. 


I argue further, if it be unlawful co alter the external Worſhip of God, or 
any part of it by adding or taking away, then its allo unlawful to alter 
Chu:ch-officers or Offices of Divine Inſtitution ; the parity is evident, he- 
cauſe both are equally capable of addition, and are alterable of their own 
nature, and both are only neceſſary by Divine Inſtitution, without the 
leaſt mention of the exception of neceſſity in the one caſe more than the 
other; So we ſee the Fewisch Worſhip abrogated, as well as the Office of 
High prieſts, Prieſts and Levites ; and it's no leſs an indignity offered to 

_ Chrift, to invade and uſurp his Royal Prerogative, by appointing Officers 
of his Church, concerning whom he gave no Command then to uſurp the 
ſame Prerogative, by appointing parts of external Worſhip, which he hath 
not inſtituted. and necesſity can no more excuſe the one Uſurpation than the 
other: Butthe Learned Author page 1. after his diſtinction, hath laid down this 
propoſition without reſtriction. When a thing is conſtitute only bythe ſeconda- 
ry Law of Nature, or poſitive divine Precept, Providence bycaſting into Circum- 
ſtances of ne cesſity eo facko diſpenſes therewith( and then he gives inſtances in 
Circumciſion and the Shew-bread)which quite overthrows his diſtinction be- 

. ewixe Worſhip and Government, ſince the Csremonial Law, and other 

forms of external Worſhip are inſtituted by divine poſitive Law, no leſs than 
the form of Church Government. 
Let us now hear the inſtances adduced by the learned Author, for prov. 
ing that in caſes of necesſity, the ſecondary Law of Nature, and divine po- 
fitive Law bind not. The firſt is of Adam's Sons who married his Daughters, 
and that of necesſity, there being then none elſe, page 17: But Adam's Sons 
acted by a ſpecial divine command, Gen, 1. 28, Be fruitful and multiply, and 
replenish the Earth; whence it was eaſie to infer, that this caſe was excepted 
from the Law, Lev. 18. 9. The nakedne(s of thy Sifter thou shalt not uncover; for 
otherwiſe the former Command had been given in vain. A 2d. inſtance is 
of David's eating the Shew bread, pag. 10 and 11. which was not lawfnl 
r him to eat, but only for the Prieſts, Mat. 12. 4, But this only can be in 
fected from that inſtance, that the Law ordaining, that the Prieſts only hou! 


7 


o 


eat the Shew-bread, had alſo this exception of the caſe of necesſity, which 
is evident from the practice of the Prophet David, a man according to God's 


own heart, and the approbation of Our SAVIOUR, who argues from 


this as an approven example. A 3d. inſtance is, page fo. and page 11, of 
Our SAVIOUR and his Diſciples (that Our SAVIOUR: did fo, I find no 
where recorded in Scripture ) plucking the ears of other mens corn, and 
that on the Sabbath. But it's ro be remembred, that Gen. 1. 28, 29, and 
Gen, 9. I, 2, 3. God gives a fundamental and original right to all mankind 
to repleniſh the Earth, and have dominion over all that is therein; and 
though not long thereafter, theſe things were divided by conſent amongſt 
men, and property introduced, yet it cannot be imagined, that ever they 
defigned to debar any of the Children of men from a ſmall pertion of theſe 
things in caſe of famine and extreme necesſity; and therefore, as to this 
caſe, the Original Right ſtands good, and to ctear this a little further, had 
this cale been propoſed to them (when they began to 3 of Original 
Community, and agreed that each man ſhould have dominion'and property 


of ſuch things as he ſhould poſſeſs with that deſign ) Doubtleſs they had not 


renouncedthe Original Right, with reſpect to that caſe, yea they couldnor, 
though they would; for as no man even by his Oath, can bind himſelf to 
faſt to death, neither could mankind renounce their Original Right to any 
of the Creatures, which might be at their hands in ſuch an exigency, con- 


| ſidering that by a thouſand accidents, things appropriated may be put out 


of the reach of the proprietor; Thus man had ſubſcribed his own Doom 
to die by famine, contrarie tothe Law ef Self-preſervation ; Beſides, there 
was a ſpecial Law, allowing to pluck the ears of other mens ſtanding corn, 
Deut. 23.25. And as to that Circumſtance, that theſe ears of corn were 
pluck'd by the Diſciples on the Sabbath-day ; It's plain from many places 
of Scripture, that the ſanctifieing of the Sabbath is very conſiſtent with the 
doing therein Works of necesſitie and mercie, thefe being exceptions from? 
the Rule. So merciful is the omnipotent and holy God to mankind. | 

In the next place, the learned Author tells us, page 10. and 17. that the 
Jraelites neceſſarily and lawfully neglected the Sacrament of Circumciſion 


_. whilſt they were in the wilderneſs, and I-find Nebem. 8. 197. that the dwel- 


ling in Booths in the feaſts of Tabernacles had been neglected from the days 


of Josbua the Son of Nun, until that time contrary to the Law, Lev. 23. 45, 


41, 42, 43. and I think the Hraelites ſinned in both theſe omiſſions, except 
they had a ſpecial Warrand from God ſo to do, and there is not the leaſt 
hint in the Text, Feb. 5. where the inſtance mentioned by the Author is to 
be found, either of the necesſity or lawfulneſs of omitting Circumciſion, 
gor in any other place of Scriprure, It's only recorded as in Nebem. ſo 
Foab. that the Vraelites did not obſerve theſe Ordinances ; but if it was 
55 1 lawfully 


l e 1 1 
A we muſt infer, that 44e/es the faithful ſervant of God 
hed a ſpeciall Warrand for it from God's own Mouth; for he that enquir- 
ed of the LORD, concerning the man that gathered ſticks upon the Sab. 
bath. day, Numb. 15. 32, 35. could never omit to conſult GOD in a matter 
of fo great importance, concernining a total negle of the initiatory Sacra. 
ment of Circumciſion ( that Seal of the Covenant whereby Jrael was diſtin. 
guiſhed from other Nations) for the ſpace of 40 years. Next, the learned 
Author in the ſame page informs ns, chat the 1/7aelites did not eat the Paſſover 
in the Wilderneſs, but the contrary is manifeſt from Numb. 9. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5. 
Where the Iſraelites keep the Paſſover in the Wilderneſs of Sinai, in the ſes 
cond year after they came out of the Land of Egypt, and Hezekiab's delay- 
ing the Paſſover to the fourteenth day of the ſecond Moneth, was accord- 
ing to the Law, Numb. 9. 10, 11. DT Es RL . 
Another inſtance in the ſame page is, that Our SAVIOUR and his Diſci-- 
= owned the High-prieſt impoſed by the Roman Emperors. For my part, 
TI can find no fuch thing in Scripture : Our SAVIOUR did indeed com- 
mand the Leper, Mat. 4.8. to go and ſhew himſelf unto the Prieſt, but by 
comparing, Lev, 13. 2, 3. with Lev. 14. 2. It's plain, that the Leper might 
he brought to any Prieſt no leſs than the High-prieft: And though Our 
SAVIOUR being urged by the High-prieſt, to tell if he was the Son of 
GOD, anſwered, Thou baft ſaid, Matth. 26. 62, 64. It can never be thence 
inferred that he owned him as High-prieſt, far leſs that he approved the 
manner of his Election, the like may be ſaid of his Biſciples. | 

His laſtinſtance is, page 18. Of the Apoſtles and Evangeliſts, who ceaſed 
after they had planted Chriſtian Churches, there being no neceſſity of them 
any further; But this inſtance ſeems not to quadrat to the Author's pur- 

ſe, for theſe were ordained of GOD, and by divine Warrand for a time; 
. _ the Prelats for whom he pleads in a caſe of neceſſity, can only pre- 
tend to be appointed by the will of Men; and it's a bad Argument, GOD 
appointed extraordinary and temporary Church: officers in a ſpecial exigence, 
E. Men may do the like incaſe of neceſſity. In a word, nothing can be in- 
ferred from the inſtances adduced, fave that the Divine Legiſlator hath been 
pleaſed in ſome of his Laws, ſo far to condeſcend to humane weakneſs, as 
to except tlie caſe of neceflity; but it can by no rule of arguing be thence 
concluded, that therefore the cafe of neceflity, is an exception from all vo- 
kentary divine Precepts, or from any other, except thoſe concerning which 
this is revealed, either expre ſl/, or by a neceſſary inference, 
Tue zul head was, that the neceſſity of Pre/acy amounts to no more ( as 
explained by the learned Author) than expediency in ſome Circumſtances 
which necesſity according to his opinion, is to be determined by the judg- 
ment of che Church: So the learned Author, page 9. and 10. ay 


vices, his aſſurance of being with them, 3, e. the 


- 
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that there was a twofold necesfity of Palin in the ſecond Century: Fuft, 
becauſe of perſecution thePre:byters could not meetſo oft in a body forOtdinas 
tion, &. as the exigencies of the Church did require; & therefore one was ele 
cted by them who might ſupply this defect. Now it's plain, that there was in 


C SA 


this caſe no necesſity in a proper ſenſe ; for the Preilyptete couſd meet, hd 


not ſo often as the cafe of the Church required : And therefore fappdl 


this was the occaſion of introducing Prelacy, which may. be Jultty dehyed * N 


it ſeemed io them only more expedient to have a Prelat ſet over them, chan 
that Church matters ſhould bs delayed until the meetings of the Paſtors, 
which could not be ſo frequent as in the time of the Churches peace, A 2d. 
necesfity was ibid. the infection of Arianiſm, which made it abſolutely neceſſa. 
ry, that the Orthodox Biſhops ſhould continue for purging and ſeteling the 

Church;he tells us further in the ſame page, that Paſtors fell into many errors 
and ſchiſms for want of ſtatedChurch- judicatorĩes, occaſioned by the perſecuti- 
on, each Presbyter ordaining others to ſtrengthen their party; Whence 

there was a necesſity of bringing. Prelats into the Church, and thus toro orb 
decretum eſt, &c. But why might not Synods and Presbytries of - Faithful. 
Paſtos by the blesſing of God have purged the Church? whatever may be 

pretended of expediency, I can ſee no àbſolute necesſity here, eſpecially ſince. 
the learnedAuthor tells us, page 19.that of old Imparity had Diviſions both Ci. 


vil and Esccleſiaſtick, equal at leaſt to Parity, and page 20. that there hnayve 


been frequently ſcandalous diviſions, perſecutions and ſchiſms raiſed and 
carried fon by. Prelats, and he might have added herefies not à few; 
But that which weighs moſtwithme, is the example ofthe Apoſtie Paul, Cor. 1. 
there were great contentions, ſchiſms & diviſions. in thechurch of Corintb, ſome 
ſaid, am of Paul, otbers I am of Apollo,] am of Cepbas, great hereſies, ſome denying 
the Reſurrection, & c. But the Apoſtle ſo far as I can find, had no ſuch thoughts 


ol Prelacy, as a neceſſary remedy, or a good & lawful expedient againſt ſchifn: _ 
and hereſie, elſe he had not emitted it in this caſe. In the ſame pere 


learned Author hath a remarkable expreſſion, Numb. 6. (_ But the greateſt 
grophg of aſſurance of all is, that God will direct, protect and Hels his own - 
cdinance ) if this were ſolidly believed, no pretence of næceſſity or expes 


diency could prevail with men to betake themſelves to humane invet 


and forſake the Ordinances of the Lord. To the ſame. Porpoie, fee TE ; 
he ſays ; But Chriſt as Mediator, being the only King of h $ Church 1 
the honour of his Omniſcience and Omaipotence, to be able to govern 
them by his Word and Spirit, without the moſt promiſing of humane de- 
Paſtors being more Ae ; 


. 
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ſuſkeient for ſupply ing any other ſeeming externa] defects. 
Now that the Learned Author refers this neceſſity to the judgement ex 
the Church, is alſo evident, page 5. Imparity is the exception particularly in 
neceffity, found to be ſo by the Church, page 20. becauſe there is no neceſ- 
ſity Eccleſiaſtically judged with us, tho it may be otherways elſewhere: 
And in the ſame g. page leaving the judgement of neceſſity for other Chur. 
ches to themſelves. 1 | To „ and. 

But now either we muſt believe as the Church believes, 3, e. determines 
or not, if not, as the learned Author ſeems to inſinuat, page 17. where he 
_ acknowledgeth, that they may err both as to tlie extent and endurance of 
the Cure of neceſſity; then I am afraid his Efay for peace by union in julge- 
ments about Church Government is in vain 5; for every Church Member will 
never agree about this necesſity, ſome thinking, that no ſuch caſe of neceſ- 
ſity can ever exiſt,that can warrand an encroachment on Chriſts Prerogative, 
by inſtituting new Offices in his Church; others that tho ſuch a cafe were 
ible, yet that the preſent Circumſtances amount not to a caſe of ſuch ab- 
ute necesſity; a; therefore that Parity being the Divine inſtitution” 
Cas the Author acknowledgeth ) ought to be continued whilſt many others 
may be of a contrary opinion. e 
judgements muſt be ſwallowed up in the publick, as other ex- i 


But if privat j 
presfions of the Author, and his deſign ſeems to point at; or if the pretend: 
ed necesſity amount only to expediency, and yet is ſufficient to juſtifie what 
is acted contrary to precepts of the divine voluntary Law, then theſe ab, 
ſurdities follow. ah 3 4 # 
I. Prechjterian. Government is no more of Divine Inſtitution than Prelacy, 
for it's intirely left to the Church to determine, when the one is neceſſary, 
and when the other, and both are lawfu}, yea, neceſſary forms of Govern- 
mes in their ſpecial caſes, i. e. when ever the Church pleaſes 
2. Notwithſtanding of a ſolemn national Oath, undoubtedly binding po- 
ſerity, yet the Church of Scotland may eſtabliſh abjure Prelacy, when they 
ſhall think fit, for (according to the Author) necesſity hath no Law; and 
the Church is judge of the necesſity, and the Oath was unlawful with re- 
ipe& to that caſe; for an Oath cannot bind againſt the duty of acting in 
caſe of necesſiry. 5 OR 
3. Not only the Ceremonies of the Church of England, but Popich Cere: | 
monies, yea, the whole Ceremonial Law may enter the Church by this 
Door; for the caſe of necesſity is excepted from all Divine Laws, except * 
the Law of Nature C in the opinion of the learned Author) and none of 
theſe are againſt the Law of Nature, and the Ceremonial Law may be ob- 
ſerved not as repreſenting the Meſjoh to come, but as repreſenting Chriſt al- 
ready come; and therefore in a caſe of necesſity judg'd ſo by the W 
| F | ge 


1 %%% RELIES 
( and there is equal reaſon, that the Church ſhould judge of the necsſity or 


* 
— — 2 
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expediency ofaltering the external Worſhip of God ( which is appointed by 
his voluntary Law) as of Church-Offices or Officers of divine inſtitution ) 
all theſe may have their proper place in the Liturgy ofour Church. _ 

4. This too evidently reflects upon the Wiſdom and Faithfulneſs of Our 
Lord and Saviour, as if his Inſtitutions were not ſufficient for the Church in 


all its exigencies, and it were neceſſary to ſupply the defects of thoſe by hav- I 


ing recourſe to humane inventions, and that contrary to expreſs negative 


precepts, of which I have diſcourſed already. 


To conclude, I deſire the peace of the Church as earneſtly as any man, but 


in conjunction with truth, remembring. the words of the Apoſtle Paul, 2 Cor. 
12. 8. We can do mothing agaiuft the trub.; hut for the truth, and that we 
ought to obſerve all things whatſoever Chriſt Our King and Saviour bath com- 


manded us, Mat. 28. 20. Yet Chriſtian charity ſhould incline all ſerious Chri- 


ſtians who are ſound in the faith, and untainted with fundamental errors, 
to ſublcribe to the rule given by the Apoſtle Paul, Phil. 3. 15, 16. Whereunts 
Ve bave attained, let us walk by- the ſame rule, let us mind the {ame thing 3 and if 


in any thing we bs otherways minded, God (hall reveal even this unto us, Which 
rule ought to be religiouſly abſerved at all times, and now in a more 
ſpecial manner by all the true Diſciples of Jeſus Chriſt, ſince the Canaanite, 
and the Perizzire are now in the Land, at leaſt their Emiſſaries and tools, 
I mean the followers of Antichrif, thoſe infernal locuſts, implacable and in- 
defatigable Adverſaries of all true Religion, who watch all opportunities, and 
leave no ſtone unturned, that they may firſt divide and then deſtroy us, that 
this Hand may be under the dominion of that man of fin, who ſitteth as God 


in the Temple of God, and exalteth himſelf above all that is called God, 


and our native Conntrey may become a Eand of graven Images, which L 


pray heartily,that God of his infinite mercy may avert : I cannot but regrate 
that I ſheuld have been obliged at this juncture to engage in controverſies of 
this nature, and to uſe keen and warm expresſions againſt the miſtakes of 


theſe Authors, though I am far from entertaining any malice or hatred a- 


gainſt their perſons; yea, had the moſt eminent perſons for Learning and 


Piety vented and propagated errors, which are of ſuch pernicious conſe- 


quence to the Church, and whereby Chriſts Kingly Office is invaded, I 


could not but think my ſelf obliged to teſtifie my abhorrence of ſuch er- 
rors, and to contribute my ſmall endeavours towards the aſſerting and main- 
taining of the oppoſite truths, cordially aſſenting to him who ſaid, 4micusÞlas 


to, Amicus AriFioteles, ſed magis amica veritas. 
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